Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


-.A.    ...MitiJiM  .    -.£_'"  »H, 


A  DEBATE 

mi  m  soonuiRfl  of 

ATONEMENT, 

UNIVERSAL  SiLYATIOI, 


«f  *»» 


ENDLESS   PUNISHMENT. 

HELD  IN  GENOA,  CAYUGA  CO.,  N.  Y.y 
-Fmm  Deeenber  88th,  1847,  f  JamwirF  Sthy  1848» 

BSTWXBN 

REV.  DAVID  HOLMES.  A.  M.. 

PUtlSDia  SLDSR  07  CATvtfADISTmXCT,  OIHilDA  COKOBSinnit 

Ain) 
REV.  JOHN  M.  AUSTIN. 

VASTOS  OF  TKB  UXrVVBtAUST  tOCIlTT,  AUBIHUr,  AVTHOB  OF  **  TOICtf  TO  TOVTM," 
**  TOICB  TO  MABBUO,"  **  AVBttH  6H  TIU  ATTBtlUnS,'* 

BBFORT^  Ji7  W.  G.  BISHOP,  S8Q.,  OF  ALBAHT, 

AXD 

REVISED  BY  THE  PAKTIEa 


AUBURN,  N.  Y. : 

PUBLISHED  BY  ALDEN  &  MARKHAM. 

C.  P.  BRAQDON. 
1848. 


nOLMEs'  FIRST  SPEBCO 


however,  some  cases  in  which  discussions  of  theolo{;ica1  and  other 
questions  have  heen  attended  with  good,  and  I  hope  this  occasion  will 
present  such  an  instance.  When  I  remember  that  Jesus  Christ  did 
not  hesitate  to  dispute  with  the  Scribes  and  Doctors  of  the  law 
and  expose  their  fallacies  in  the  hearing  of  the  people,  that  St. 
Paul  disputed  with  the  distine^ished  Jews  and  Greeks,  that  Luther 
and  his  associates  held  public  discussions  with  the  Cardinals  and 
Lej^es  of  Rome,  that  Wesley  and  his  coadjutors  were  as  distin- 
guished for  th^ir  polemics  as  for  their  christian  catholcity,  my 
mind  is  relieved,  and  my  sense  of  duty  under  the  circumstances  en- 
ables me  to  rise  superior  to  the  judgment  of  friends ;  and  I  stand 
fully  committed  to  the  prosecution  of  this  debate.  But  while  my 
mind  is  affected  with  hesitation  and  diffidence  on  these  and  some 
other  accounts,  there  are  other  considerations  which  are  a  source 
of  real  pleasure.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  know  that  I  am  to  address  a 
congregation  of  candid  persons,  who  will  duly  appreciate  and 
weigh  the  arguments  prf^sented.  I  do  not  know  that  I  could  have 
suited  myself  better  in  this  respect,  had  the  choice  been  left  entirely 
to  me.  Some  apprehension  was  felt  that  the  contracted  dimensions 
of  the  honse  would  not  afford  sufficient  accommodation  for  the  peo- 
ple ;  bat  I  have  never  believed  that  the  congregation  would  not  lis- 
ten ¥nth  candor  and  impartiality  to  what  was  said.  And  it  shall 
be  my  study  to  give  reasons  for  what  I  may  say ;  indeed,  I  should 
consider  it  trifling  with  the  good  sense  of  the  audience,  if  I  were 
to  fill  up  the  time  with  common  place  remarks,  or  throw  dust  into 
their  eyes,  instead  of  addressing  their  understanding. 

It  is  also  a  source  of  pleasure  to  me,  that  the  disputants  have 
been  able  to  secure  the  services  of  the  gentlemen  who  are  to  act  as 
Moderators.  I  have  confidence  in  those  gentlemen,  in  their  intel- 
ligence, judgment  and  integrity  ;  and  I  believe,  if  circumstances 
shall  require  them  to  give  decisions,  they  will  be  charactenzed  by 
impartiality,  and  that  the  whole  business  of  the  debate,  as  far  as 
thej  are  responsible  for  its  conduct,  will  be  so  carried  forward  as 
to  give  satisfaction  to  to  all  parties. 

It  is  also  a  source  of  great  pleasure  to  me  that  I  have  /or  my  op- 
ponent the  Rev.  J.  M.  Austin,  whose  praise  is  in  all  the  Univer- 
salist  Cong^regations.  There  is  only  one  man  of  whom  I  bave  any 
information  whom  I  would  prefer  to  meet  in  a  discussion  of  this 
kind;  namely  Mr.  Skimner:  not  because  I  suppose  he  is  more 
talented,  but  he  has  more  reputation  as  a  debater,  and  as  the  cham- 
pion of  Universalism  in  Central  New  York  :  But  in  the  absence 
of  Mr.  Skinner,  Mr.  Austin  is  of  all  others,  the  man  I  prefer  to 
meet.  So  far  as  I  know,  he  has  the  confidence  of  his  own  people ; 
he  claims  the  authorship  of  a  number  of  books  and  pamphlets ;  is 
the  corresponding  editor  of  the  Evangelical  Magazine,  so  called ;  is 
the  preacher  of  the  most  wealthy  and  respectable  Universalist  so- 
ciety in  this  section  of  the  state ;  and  exhibits  too  as  I  understand, 
great  learning  and  ability  in  criticism  on  the  Greek  text.    I^meet- 
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iMT  Mr.  Austia,  tbereibre.  I  meet  a  maa  who  eaa  defend  UoiTer- 
Miism,  if  a  defence  of  that  system  be  poasible.  ilnd  if  in  the 
eoarse  of  this  debate,  he  finds  it  necessary  to  aroid  defining  bin 
position  on  questions  which  will  incidentally  arise;  should  he 
caril  and  deal  in  sophistry  or  attempt  to  throw  dust  in  your  eyes, 
where  be  ought  to  meet  arguments,  aad  dispose  of  them  in  a  fair 
mad  candid  way,  the  congregation  will  understand  that  it  is  not  be- 
cause he  lacks  ability,  or  information,  but  it  must  be  attributed  to 
some  inherent  and  unconquerable  penrersity  in  the  nature  of  the 
cause  he  adFocates.  Mr.  Austin  will  understand  me  as  intending, 
nothing  disrespectful  in  these  personal  allusions.  My  own  course 
shall  be,  to  give  arguments  that  pertain  to  the  merits  of  the  subject, 
and  reasons  for  what  I  have  to  say;  and  if  Mr.  Austin  will  meet 
me  on  this  ground  he  shall  have  my  thanks  for  his  candor  whatever 
I  may  think  of  his  logic.  With  these  preliminary  remarks  I  ap- 
proach the  question  before  us. 

The  question  is.  Does  Ctospkl  Salvjmtion  KMBaACz  Deuvee- 
AxcB  FKOJC  JUST  AND  DcsERVED  PuKisHMENT  ?    Here  Mr.  Austla 
denies,  and  I  affirm.     Before  I  lay  down  the  first  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  I  wish  to  state  a  few  princi- 
ples, which  more  or  less  govern  the  administration  of  law,  associ- 
ated with  the  docrine  of  divine  puniabment.     1.  The  law  of  God, 
IB  like  himself,  holy,  just,  and  good — a  transcript  of  the  Divine 
mind.     2.  The  penalty  associated  with  the  law,  is  like  the  law 
itself,  holy,  just,  and  good,  and  hence  it  must  be  as  right  and  just* 
that  the  penalty  should  be  inflicted  upon  those  who  violate  the  law, 
as  thaU  the  law  itself  should  demand  obedience.    3.  Where  the 
law  is  transgressed,  and  the  penalty  incurred,  there  is  no  power  ia 
the  creature  to  avert  the  penalty,  nor  does  the  law  itself  provide  a 
remedy.    4.  As  all  have  sinned  and  come  short  of  the  glory  of  God* 
all  have  incurred  the  penalty,  and  it  must  be  inflicted  upon  all  to 
the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  unlese  the  law-siver  or  government- 
al power,  resort  to  some  expedient,  in  view  ox  which  the  ends  of 
good  government  are  equally  well  sustained,  while  the  sinner  is 
allow^  to  escape  the  penalty  and  become  the  subject  of  divine 
clemency.    5.  .This  expedient  is  found  in  the  gospel  and  in  the 
docrine  of  atonement.     It  will  be  perceived  that  the  questioii  does 
not  relate  to  the  nature  of  the  penalty  nor  yet  to  the  duration  of 
the  peiudty,  but  simply  to  this  fact;  whether  the  Gospel  makes 
provision  whereby  the  sinner  may  escape  the  penalty  of  the  law 
which  be  has  iriolated,  as  well  as  escape  from  the  tendency  and 
necessity  of  committing  sin.    At  this  point  I  afiirm,  and  Mr.  Aus- 
tin denies.        « 

Perhaps  it  will  prevent  misapprehension  if  I  here  define  the 
terms  ol  the  question.  By  the  Gospel,  I  mean  that  system  of  grace 
sad  mercy  introduced  to  the  world  through  the  Savior  revealed  in 
acfiptiu«»  and  illustrated  by  all  the  principles  and  facts  developed 
UAder  erery  dispensation  of  God  to  man.    By  fo/twi/ton,  I  mean 
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deliveranee  from  sin  and  its  consequences.  DeliTenince  is  used 
•ynomymousiy  with  salvation,  tfaoagh  restricted  to  the  consequen- 
ces of  sin.  By  wtniskment,  I  mean  the  natural  and  legal  conse- 
quences of  sin.  By  just  and  deserved,  I  mean  that  kind  and  amount 
of  punishment  which  the  sinner  deserves  on  account  of  transgres- 
sion. 

I  now  proceed  to  lay  down  my  first  argument  in  support  of  this 
proposition.  It  is  drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  Gospel,  as  an- 
nounced to  the  shepherds  on  the  night-clad  plains  of  Bethlehem, 
«*  Behold  I  hringyou  elad  tidings  of  great  joy,  which  shall  be  to  all 
people."  Now  what  did  the  shepherds  understand  by  this  ?  It  must 
mean  something  or  it  means  nothing.  If  it  meanH  nothing,  the 
Gospel  must  be  worse  than  nothing,  because  it  trifles  with  the 
dearest  and  most  cherished  interests  and  hopes  of  men.  If  it  means 
something,  that  something  must  be  worthy  of  the  benevolence  of 
God,  of  toe  Gospel  itself,  and  rich  in  its  benefits  to  sinful  and 
wretched  man.  But  I  cannot  conceive  how  this  is  possible  unless 
there  is  embraced  in  the  Gospel  a  provision  for  the  deliverance  of 
the  sinner  from  the  consequences  of  his  transgressions.  "  Behold 
I  bring  you  good  tidings  of  great  joy."  •*  Good  tidings"  of  what  ? 
••  Great  joy,"  on  what  account  ?  Abstract  from  the  Gospel  the  idea 
of  a  provision  for  the  deliverance  of  the  sinner  from  the  consequen- 
ces of  his  sins,  and  you  strip  it  at  once  of  its  high  character.  It 
will  not  do  to  say  that  Christ  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
vealing to  the  world  the  doctrine  of  a  future  state,  and  that  this 
was  the  design,  the  whole  design  of  the  Grospel.  Because  the  doc- 
trine of  a  future  state  was  in  the  world  before  Christ's  day,  and  be- 
fore the  atonement  was  made.  No  part  of  the  world  is  .«o  degra- 
ded as  to  have  lost  entirely  the  idea  of  a  future  state,  although  va- 
riously corrupted  by  their  depravity  and  errors.  Nor  will  it  do  to 
say  that  the  design  of  Christ  and  the  Gospel  was  to  reveal  to  them 
their  ignorance  of  the  character  of  God,  or  their  prejudices  against 
his  holiness,  his  attributes  and  his  government,  for  this  would  not 
be  an  occasion  of  glad  tidings  and  great  joy  to  those  to  whom  it 
came,  but  rather  one  of  self  abasement,  humiliation  and  sorrow. 
But  when  you  connect  with  this  announcement  the  idea  of  a  pro- 
vision for  the  relief  of  mankind  from  the  consequences  of  their  sins, 
we  have  something  which  makes  the  announcement  consistent  with 
itself,  and  that  gives  sufficient  occasion  for  it  to  be  considered  **  as 
good  tidings  of  great  joy"  to  alt  peop'e  to  whom  it  may  come,  and 
this,  let  it  be  understood,  is  precisely  the  point  at  which  the  human 
mind  most  needed  relief.  It  is  insepaiable  fi^m  a  fallen  and  cor- 
rupt state  of  man  to  be  oppressed  with  a  sense  of  guilt,  and  fearful 
forebodings  of  future  wratn.  Especially  is  this  th^casc  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  specific  knowledge  of  a  plan  by  which  men  may  be 
saved  from  that  future  wrath.  That  state  of  mind  so  feelingly  and 
forcibly  described  by  St.  Paul  in  his  epistle  to  the  Romans,  was  the 
leading  feature  of  the  world's  experience,  for  centuries  before  bis 


4iy :  "  Ok  wnSched  man  that  I  Em—wko  aliall  ddiTer  «e  from 
Ibe  body  of  this  death."  Allusion  10  here  made  to  the  piacttee  of 
chatniBg  criaiaale  to  a  dead  ttody  until  they  were  poisoned  by  ita 
pochfactioii,  and  soffocated  by  its  stench.  This  was  the  condStion 
oi  the  world  ■M>rally>  and  of  every  sinner  in  particular.  A  sense 
•f  guilt  and  pollution,  and  fear  of  punishment,  hunr  like  an  ittca« 
bos  upon  the  ound,  and  consumed  their  joys  and  drank  up  their 
spirita. 

And  this  was  true,  though  not  to  the  same  extent  with  the  Jews. 
The  revelations  of  Sinai,  and  the  sacrificial  demands  of  their  law, 
tai^ht  them  that  man  cannot  be  just  with  God.  Oppressive  con* 
adenee,  and  the  ominous  voice  of  nature,  spoke  of  guilt  in  man, 
and  wrath  against  such  as  transgressed  his  laws.  Tbe  only  relief 
they  found  was  in  the  predictions  of  the  prophets.  These  assured 
then  of  the  coming  of  a  Savior,  of  the  introduction  of  a  day  in  which 
God  would  be  merciful  to  their  unrighteousness  and  remember  their 
sins  and  iniquities  no  more.  This  Savior,  and  this  day,  were  her* 
aided  in  by  the  celelestial  messengers  when  they  announced,  "  Be- 
hold I  bring  you  good  tidings  of  great  joy  V*  "Good  tidings !"  how  f 
**  Great  joy  l*^  on  what  account  ?  That  a  Savior  was  to  save  his 
people  nom  their  sins  and  introduce  peace  on  earth,  and  good  will 
10  man.  The  sum  of  this  argument  is,  that  the  gospel  cannot  be 
good  tidings  in  any  consistent  sense  if  we  exclude  from  it  the  idea 
of  a  deliverance  from  the  consequences  of  sin.  The  gospel  is  the 
announcement  of  a  general  animosity  to  the  world  of  rebels  against 
the  throne  and  government  of  God.  That  announcement  is  that 
those  who  repeat  of  their  sins  and  turn  to  God  shall  be  saved,  and 
relieved  of  that^iu^  and  deserved  punishment  which  must  inevitably 
^1  upon  them  unless  some  provision  of  this  kind  be  introduced  for 
their  benefit 

Our  second  argument  in  support  of  this  proposition,  is  based  on 
Ckrisfs  advent  aa  ex  pressed  to  Joseph  by  the  Aneel  who  appeared 
lo  him  in  a  dream  :  **  Thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall 
save  his  people /rata  their  Btns.^*  The  name  Jesus  stgnilies  deliv' 
erer^  or  one  who  saves.  It  is  a  modification  of  the  term  Joshua  ; 
the  original  name  was  modified  by  the  addition  of  the  first  syllable 
of  the  name  Jehovah.  The  import  is,  the  deliverer,  or  one  who 
saves.  The  name  Jesus  therefore  indicates  his  business  to  be  to 
save  his  people.  He  is  denominated  Christ,  which  signifies  an- 
nointed,  as  he  was  for  this  work.  He  is  also  called  Emanuel,  which 
signifies.  Gad  with  ta.  Christ  was  therefore  a  divine  deliverer. 
What  was  his  busii^BS  ?  It  was  announced  by  the  passage,  '*  He 
shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins."  But  salvation  means  deliv- 
erance, hence  if -Ctirist  delivers,  there  must  be  something  from  which 
he  delivers.  And  this  something  must  have  a  positive  existence, 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  deliverance  in  the  case.  The  an- 
MHmeemeAt  says,  that  something,  is  sin,  **  He  shall  save  his  peo- 
pli  IroA  iknr  a^"    To  understand  how  he  saves  from  m*  ^® 
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maM  anderitand  vliat  sin  is.  "  Stn,"  mjB  the  Aposll*,  **  is  tfii 
timnsip^ession  of  the  law.*'  Not  a  mere  abstraetioa,  or  somethiog 
Aat  may  be  thooght  of  or  contemplated— «  mere  ideal  existence. 
It  is  a  reality,  a  fact  which  exists  under  the  ffOTermnent  of  God, 
and  which  has  as  real  an  existence  as  any  other  fact  As  there 
can  be  no  sin  without  transgression,  there  can  be  no  transgression 
without  a  transgressor.  And  when  the  law  is  traiugreseed,  sin 
exists  and  not  buore.  Hence  it  has  a  real  existence  in  connection 
with  the  sinner's  moral  character,  and  is  consequently  a  part  of  tiie 
moral  character  of  the  sinner.  To  save  man  from  sin  implies  a 
modification  or  change  of  moral  character,  and  must  involve  in  it 
the  effects  of  sin,  or  its  natural  and  legal  consequences.  The  pat- 
sage  says,  *'  He  saves  his  people  from  their  sins,"  and  to  be  mvtd 
from  their  sins,  they  must  be  saved  from  the  sins  which  theff  have 
eommitted.  For  in  no  other  sen^e  can  they  be  called  their  sins. 
Therefore  it  is  plain  that  to  be  saved  from  their  sins,  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered from  the  enects  and  consequences  of  their  odtio/  transgressions. 
This  conclusion  is  irresistable ;  there  is  no  other  alternative.  The 
effects  and  consequences  of  sin  ma^  be  described  as  moral  defile- 
■lent,  guilt,  condemnation,  and  punishment  Is  it  said  that  Christ 
saves  the  sinner  from  sin  by  saving  him  from  defilement  ?  I  an- 
swer, this  would  involve  deliverance  from  vunishment,  unless 
guilt  remains  after  defilement  is  removed,  which  would  be  absurd. 
It  it  said  that  he  saves  him  by  removing  his  guilt  ?  I  again  answer, 
this  removes  punishment,  unless  God  should  punish  a  being  no  lon- 
ger guilty,  which  would  be  unjust.  Is  salvation  effected  by  remo- 
ving condemnation  ?  My  answer  still  is,  this  would  deliver  from 
punishment,  which  always  follows  condemnation.  If  condemna- 
tion be  removed,  the  punishment  which  follows  condemnation  mast 
be  removed  also.  Is  it  said  the  sinner  is  saved  from  guilt  and  con- 
demnation after  he  has  suffered  all  his  sins  deserve  ?  Still  again  I 
answer,  if  he  has  suffered  all  his  sins  deserve,  he  is  no  longer  guilty 
or  condemned,  and  hence  cannot  be  the  subject  of  salvation  in  these 
respects.  To  suppose  him  yet  saved  from  guilt  would  be  to  sup- 
pose him  still  guilty ;  if  still  guilty,  he  still  deserves  punishment— 
hence  to  save  him  from  guilt  would  be  to  save  him  from  punish- 
ment— [  Time  expired. 


[MR.   AUSTIN*S  FIRST  REPLY.] 

€hntlemen  Moderators,  and  Respected  Friends: — I  can  fully 
agree  with  my  friend  on  the  opposite  side,  in  ap  much  of  his  intro- 
ductory remarks,  as  relate  to  the  importance  oTa  discussion  of  this 
character.  His  personal  allusions,  however,  are  far  to  flattering  to 
allow  me  to  pass  them  without  a  decided  disclaimer.  I  do  not  possess 
nor  claim  the  reputation  of  a  controversialist.  Indeed,  public  dis- 
cussion is  measurably  new  business  to  me.  Neither  am  I  entitled 
to  the  encomiums  for  scholarship  and  critical  abilities,  which  have 
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been  so  profoself  bestowed  upon  me.  My  pretensions  in  regaid 
to  ancient  languages,  are  hnmble ;  and  my  displays  in  that  depart- 
laent  will  be  confined  ezclosiTely  to  such  original  words  as  will 
necessarily  be  inrolred  in  the  discussion  before  us.  Moreover  tha 
rank  assigned  me  in  the  denomination  to  which  I  have  the  honor 
and  happiness  4o  belong,  is  much  above  my  merit.  I  am  but  a 
humble  co-worker  with  a  multitude  of  devoted  and  noble  hearted 
brethren,  engaged  in  proclaiming  **  the  great  salvation"  to  a  needy 
world.  There  are  others  who  tower  far  above  me.  There  is  one 
person  my  friend  would  have  preferred  to  me,  as  an  opponent  on 
this  occasion — Rev.  D.  Skinner.  Most  heartily  shoulcl  I  rejoice, 
oonld  he  have  been  gratified  in  this  respect.  The  age,  talents  and 
experience,  of  the  eminent  individual  named,  would  have  enabled 
him  to  defend  the  cause  I  shall  advocate,  with  far  more  success 
than  I  can  hope  for.  Nevertheless  it  shall  be  my  aim  to  fill  his 
place  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  give  EUder  Holmes  as  little  cause  of 
complaint  on  this  score  as  possible. 

I  have  come  to  this  labour  not  in  my  own  strenth,  nor  in  reliance 
upon  the  possession  of  any  superior  ability,  tact  or  shrewdness  ill 
conducting  an  investigation  of  this  description.  I  realize  the  want 
of  these  qualifications,  now  at  the  commencement  of  my  allotted 
task.  My  dependence  rests  on  the  Cause  1  shall  advocate — ^be« 
lievin^  as  I  do,  that  it  is  the  cause  of  Truth  and  of  God.  If  he 
will  aid  me — if  he  will  condesend  to  recognize  me  as  his  hnmble 
instrument — I  feel  I  shall  be  strong  in  his  strength,  and  mighty  in 
the  power  of  his  truth.  Honor,  wealth,  glory,  I  neither  seek,  ;ior 
expect  to  obtain,  in  this  discussion.  My  great  object  is  to  present 
and  defend  in  such  manner  as  I  may  be  able,  great  and  important 
topics,  intimately  connected  with  the  improvement  and  welfare  of 
man.  Did  I  not  believe  my  labors  would  result  in  some  decree  of 
good  to  my  fellow  beings — in  drawing  them  nearer  to  God,  in  obe- 
dience and  love,  my  tongue  would  rest  in  silence. 

I  must  return  the  compliments  of  my  friend  opposite,  in  regard 
to  personal  endowments  and  standing.  Most  happy  am  I  to  meet 
a  gentleman  whose  great  talents  are  well  known  and  appreciated 
in  this  community — and  who,  it  is  evident  from  the  station  he  oc- 
cupies in  his  denomination,  and  the  honors  conferred  upon  him  by 
its  highest  Literary  Institution,  is  in  possession  of  the  entire  confi- 
dence of  his  ministerial  bretheren.  It  is  evident  they  are  willing  to 
commit  to  him,  the  defence  of  their  cause  on  this  occasion.  lam 
confident  he  will  do  all  that  can  be  done,  in  defence  of  his  system. 
If  he  fails,  it  will  no^  be  because  he  lacks  talent,  expereince,  or  any 
of  the  qualities  of  an  able  controversialist ;  but  solely  for  the  want 
of  that  indispensable  requisite  to  success— Truth  ! 

Before  entering  upon  a  direct  examination  of  the  question  before 
us,  I  wish  to  ofier  a  remark  or  two,  of  an  introductory  character. 
The  proposition  now  to  be  discussed,  is  not  one  of  my  own  selec- 
tion.   I  am  frank  to  acknowledge  I  objected  to  it,  when  proposed 
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bf  the  Brother  on  the  opposite  side,  and  made  an  efibit  to  hart  U 
passed  bj^.  Not,  be  it  understood,  from  any  want  of  confidence  ia 
the  position  I  shall  take  on  the  question ;  out  because  I  believed 
this  topic  would  in  some  degree,  intercept  our  approach  to  ques- 
tions of  greater  importance,  which  I  am  desirous  to  have  thoroughly 
investigated  before  this  enlightened  community. .  As  the  world 
is,  the  public  can  leave  their  business  and  their  homes  but  a  brief 
space  of  time,  to  attend  a  public  discussion.  It  is  so.l  have  no 
doubt  with  my  opposing  friend — I  know  it  is  with  myself. 
Having  many  duties  to  perform,  I  cannot  devote  any  great  length 
of  time  to  a  public  investigation  of  questions,  unless  they  are  of  the 
highest  consideration.  I  believed  it  would  be  better  to  go  at  once 
to  the  great  fundamental  principles  which  take  hold  upon  man*8 
eternal  destiny,  and  spend  what  time  we  have,  in  their  examination 
rather  than  in  discussing  minor  issues.  It  is  assuredly  not  of  so 
much  importance  to  determine  whether  men  be  saved  from  punish- 
ment, or  through  punishment,  as  whether  they  are  to  be  saved  at 
ALL !  That  was  the  point  at  which  I  wished  to  arrive  directly.  In- 
asmuch, however,  as  my  friend  would  not  consent  to  discuss  the 
doctrines  of  Universal  Salvation  and  Endless  Misery,  without  de- 
bating the  present  question,  I  have  consented  to  the  arrangement. 

Having  thus  been  brought  to  the  investif^ation  of  this  subject,  it 
affords  me  an  opportunify — of  which  I  shall  not  be  backward  to 
avail  myself— of  exposing  to  public  view,  a  class  of  opinions,  which, 
although  hoary  with  age,  and  sanctioned  for  generations  by  popu- 
lar favor,  and  the  high  regard  of  the  world,  are  nevertheless,  errors 
tbA  have  exerted  an  influence  highly  deleterious  to  the  Morality 
as  well  as  to  the  Religion  of  Christendom.  I  must  be  permitted  to 
express  my  deep  surprise  and  regret,  that  gentlemen  of  the  learn- 
ing and  respectability  of  my  friend  opposite,  and  a  majority  of  the 
80  called  Evangelical  Clergy,  should  take  the  positions  they  do,  on 
the  subject  involved  in  the  present  question,  and  on  kindred  doc- 
trines. I  can  but  be  astonished  that  men  of  their  intelligence 
should  turn  away  from  the  light  and  knowledge  on  Biblical  Criti- 
cism and  Sacred  Literature  which  have  illuminated  the  world  during 
the  three  hundred  years  that  have  elapsed  since  the  Reformation, 
and  setting  their  faces  rigidly  back  to  the  dim  sfmdows  of  the  ptust^ 
cling  with  the  desperation  of  a  death-struggle,  to  doctrines  origina- 
ting in  the  very  Midnight  of  the  dark  agesj  and  which  bear  stamped 
on  their  every  lineament,  the  Heathen  ignorance  from  which  they 
emanated.  This  holding  fast  to  darkness  ia^he  midst  of  light,  I  can 
compare  with  no  case  in  the  history  of  the  world,  except  the  per- 
versity with  which  the  Jews  clung  to  their  o\i  religion,  when  the 
light  of  the  gospel  beamed  upon  them  in  the  days  of  the  Savior. 
It  is  a  marked  illustration  of  the  power  of  early  education,  the 
strength  of  prejudice,  and  the  seductive  influence  of  popular  favor. 

The  moral  position  occupied  by  my  opponent  and  myself,  on  this 
question,  is  very  diflierent.     If  I  err  in  maintaining,  in  this  discus* 


on  rmm  ATOfrcmnrr.  18 

ikm,  that  there  is  no  pomibie  aeape  from  mmislnnent— that  when  a 
DMUi  has  committed  vic^enee  against  the  mw  of  God  and  Right,  be 
MSif  ntcesattrily^  receiTe  a  jast  and  deserred  cbastisemenl — it  will 
be  an  error  on  the  right  side.  Pray  what  injury  can  come  to  the 
world  in  making  the  sinful  man  believe  that  a  certain  punishment 
will  be  inflicted  upon  him  for  every  act  of  wrong  doing  ?  What 
harm  can  result  from  teaching  the  world,  that  as  certainly  as  men 
do  wrong,  God  will  punish  them  ?  Can  it  possibly  make  a:2y  in- 
diridaal  a  worse  man  ?  But  if  my  friend  errs,  I  warn  him  he  does 
it  at  the  expense  of  the  morals  of  the  community.  It  will  be  a  fa- 
tal error,  in  its  praciical  influences  on  the  public  mind.  It  will  be 
an  error  which  must  throw  down  the  bars  to  sin,  and  remove  that 
which  alone  the  sinner  rcARs — the  certainly  of  punishment !  When 
that  certaintif  is  removed,  it  opens  a  way  for  the  votaries  of  sin  ; 
and  depend  upon  i{,  they  will  pursue  it.  Better,  far  better,  to  err, 
if  we  err  at  all,  in  teaching  and  believing  that  punishment  is  crr- 
Tiix,  than  in  proclaiming  that  men  may  violate  God's  law,  and  yet 
escape  the  just  pennlty  due  their  wickedness.  An  error  of  the  lat- 
ter description  is  much  more  fatal  and  deleterious  in  its  moral  and 
practical  efi*ect8  in  community,  than  to  insist  on  the  great  truth,  ev- 
ery where  laid  down  in  the  Bible,  that  whosoever  sins  must  make 
up  their  mind  that  God  will  visit  upon  them  a  certain  and  adequate 
punishment. 

To  arrive  at  a  just  understanding  of  the  merits  of  this  question, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  allude  to  first  princijiles  in  regard  to  Law, 
and  its  Punishments.  The  simple  possession  of  power,  gives  no 
being  a  true,  moral  right,  to  exercise  authority,  or  inflict  puniib- 
ment.  Mtght  cannot  be  of  itself  a  source  of  right.  Did  I  possess 
more  physical  power  than  my  brother  on  the  opposite  side,  it  would 
confer  no  moral  right  on  me,  to  exercise  authorily  over  him.  Such 
an  exercise  would  be  an  usurpation — a  tyranny.  Indeed  Might  is 
the  only  Right  possessed  by  despotic  governments.  This  is  the  dis- 
tii^^ishjng  characteristic  of  despotism.  Moreover  it  is  the  only 
principle  which  prevails  in  the  brute  creation.  Might  is  deemed  to 
be  right  there,  because  they  can  comprehend  no  higher  source  of  au- 
thority. But  it  is  a  principle  unworthy  of  man,  and  in  fact,  entirely 
inapplicable,  in  any  just  sense,  to  moral  and  intellectual  beings. 
What,  then,  is  the  true  and  legitimate  source  of  authority  ?     In  a  sin- 

gle  wordj  it  is — Goodness.  The  right  to  exercise  authority,  to  enact 
kws,  to  command  obedience,  and  to  administer  rewards  and  pun- 
ishments, can  arise  solely  from  an  intention  to  make  such  use  of 
these  powers,  as  shall  advance  the  interest,  promote  the  good,  and 
secure  the  happinefis,  of  those  over  whom  authority  and  law  are 
exercised — Not  only  the  good  of  a//,  collectively,  but  of  each,  indi- 
vidnally.  The  authority  of  a  government  organized  and  adminis- 
tered for  these  purposes,  is  leptimate,  and  can  rightfully  command 
ohediaaee.  Bot  ii  authority  is  exercised  for  any  other  purpose,  it 
ia  an  murpaJtwn^ — it  cannot  be  legitimate.    These  are  deductions* 
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I  eonceive,  from  the  plainest  principles  of  moral  pUlosophy,  and 
are  sasceptibie  of  nniversal  application. 

The  authority  of  God  emanates  not  from  his  power*  bat  alone 
from  his  inftnite  goodness.  It  is  because  be  is  «<  good  unto  all,** 
that  he  lef^itimately  extends  his  government  over  all,  and  commands 
them  to  obey.  If  he  was  not  good  unto  every  being,  he  could  not 
rightfully  call  upon  all  to  render  obedience.  His  government  was 
organized  for  the  one  great  purpose  of  conferring  benefit — good — 
happiness— on  all  created  beings.  This  principle  is  fully  recog 
nized  in  the  Scriptures.  The  Psalmist  exclaims,**  Serve  the  Lord 
with  gladness :  come  before  his  presence  with  singing.  •  «  • 
Enter  into  his  gates  with  thanksgiving,  and  into  his  courts  with 
praise :  be  thankful  unto  him  and  bless  his  name  '* — [Why  ?  Be- 
cause he  has  the  power  to  command  ns  to  do  so,  and  to  inflict  pun- 
ishment if  we  disobey  ?  No.] — **  For  the  Lord  is  good,  his  mercy 
is  everlasting,  and  his  truth  endureth  to  all  generations."  (Ps.  c. 
2-5.)  Here  (roodness  is  clearly  recognized  as  the  source  of  God*s 
authority.  The  Apostle  John  says,  **  We  love  him,"  [and  should 
obey  and  serve  htkn,  not  because  he  has  power  to  require  and  en- 
force obedience,]  but  **  because  he  first  loved  us."    (1  John  iv.  19.) 

Was  the  government  of  God  or^nized  for  the  purpose  of  destroy- 
ing the  happiness  of  a  part  of  his  creatures,  or  was  it  designedly 
administered  in  such  a  manner  as  to  produce  that  result,  then  it 
would  be  a  despotism  of  the  most  cruel  description,  and  they  would 
be  under  no  moral  obligation  to  obey  him.  There  can  be  no  moral 
wrong  in  disobeying  a  government  administered  for  tbe  benefit  of 
a  part,  at  the  expense  of  the  remainder.  Hence,  the  position  that 
God*s  government  is  designed  to  promote  the  greatest  good  of  the 
greatest  number ;  as  that  phrase  is  usually  understood — (that  is. 
the  greatest  good  of  a  part,  wrought  out  through  the  greatest  eml 
of  the  others,) — is  asserting  a  principle,  which  can  in  no  way  per- 
tain to  the  government  of  a  perfect  God.  To  those  who  would  be 
sacrificed  for  the  good  of  the  remainder,  such  a  government  would 
be  a  tyranny.  Mo  man  can  be  placed  in  a  condition  for  any  causa 
— in  consequence  of  any  crime  he  may  have  committed, — where  it 
would  be  right  to  sacrifice  him,  simply  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
To  punish  him  justly,  would  be  right.  But  to  sacrifice  him  to  pro- 
mote good  in  another  quarter,  would  be  a  wrong  and  unjust  ex- 
ercise of  authority.  However  guilty  an  individual  may  be,  still  he 
retains  some  inherent  rights  which  cannot  be  alienated.  And  among 
the  most  important  of  these  rights  is  this — ^That  however  much  he 
may  be  puuished  as  an  example  for  the  benefit  of  others,  his  own 
improvement  and  restoration  to  virtue  is  not  to  be  lost  sight  of.  Of- 
ficers of  justice  are  authorized  to  inflict  a  certain  amount  of  punish- 
ment on  convicts  committed  to  their  charge — and  no  more  !  Why  ? 
Because  even  the  guilty  have  rights  wnich  must  not  be  trampled 
upon.  True  justice,  in'no  case,  violates  the  dictates  of  Aamonfty, 
and  requires  no  puoidiment  that  calls  upon  men  to  forget  the  guilty 
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ut  fellow  bein^,  baTia^  some  claims  upon  tlieir  sja^M^y.  Hence, 
I  repeat,  the  onociple  that  a  part  of  mankind  may  be  sacrificed  for 
the  good  of  the  remainder,  is  one  that  cannot  pertaw  to  the  govem- 
-  nent  of  a  God  who  is  holy,  just  and  good.  Erery  moial  beiag 
beiag  in  the  universe,  is  under  oblig^ions  to  obey  God,  because  his 
goremment  is  organized  and  administered  to  secure  the  happiness 
of  each  and  all.  It  is  a  perfect  government — perfect  in  its  organi- 
zatioo,  in  its  laws,  and  in  its  administration,  and  accomphshiag  all 
its  objects,  according  to  the  prompting  of  his  infinite  goodness  and 
wisdom. 

Upon  this  great  truth — as  beautiful  as  it  is  salutary — that  God's 
gaverament  is  perfect,  and  is  administered  for  the  good  of  all, — ^I 
place  myself  in  this  discussion.  From  this  truth,  I  shall  draw  my 
chief  weapons  to  meet  my  friend  on  the  opposite  side ;  and  in  its 
light,  shall  endeavor  to  show  that  the  affirmative  of  this  qaestion, 
composes  one  of  the  most  marked,  prominent  and  delusive  errors 
of  the  age.  If  God*s  government  is  organised  and  administered  for 
the  good  of  all  who  are  called  upon  to  obey,  then  its  laws,  com- 
maadments,  precepts,  rewards  and  punishments  are  designed  for  the 
same  end — indeed,  they  are  but  steps  adapted  expressly  to  secure 
that  end.  Hence  punishment,  being  one  of  the  processes  adapted 
in  God's  government  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the  g^lty,  to  save 
them  from  just  and  deserved  punishment,  would  be  vastly  more  to 
thdr  injury  than  their  benefit. — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  holmes'   second  SPEECH.] 

Myfriend% : — ^Mr.  Austin  says  he  appears  here  not  as  a  professed 
controversialist.  In  this  I  join  with  him,  and  it  is  often  what  I 
have  expressed  to  him  and  others.  I  am  not  a  controversialist,  nor 
do  I  wish  to  gain  any  reputation  of  that  kind.  I  am  here  under  a 
sense  of  duty,  to  defend  what  I  consider  truth,  for  conscience  sake. 
He  remarks,  al^o,  that  this  question  is  not  one  of  his  own  selection . 
And  he  carries  the  idea  in  bis  remarks  that  this  is  not  a  very  im* 
portent  question,  and  that  its  discussion  at  this  time  would  keep  us 
sack  from  questions  of  more  importance  and  of  higher  claim.  And 
yet  before  he  gets  through,  he  tells  us  it  embraces  one  of  the  most 
marked  and  delusive  errors  that  exists,  and  demands  the  reproba- 
tion of  every  intelligent  mind.  Of  course  if  this  be  the  character  of 
the  question,  it  is  a  hif^hly  important  one.  If  such  be  the  deleteri- 
oos  influence,  a  belief  in  the  affirmative  of  the  qaestion  produces  on 
the  human  mind  and  the  morals  of  society,  it  strikes  me  we  have 
commenced  at  the  right  end  of  the  controversy,  that  this  is  the  very 
question  that  ought  to  be  first  discussed.  I  wish  to  have  it  under- 
stood also,  as  Mr.  Austin  has  alluded  to  my  position  in  the  denovm- 
nation  with  which  I'am  connected,  that  I  'alone  am  responsible 
for  the  resehs  of  this  debate,  so  far  as  I  participate  in  it.  Yoa 
I  have  Tery  few  of  my  ministerial  bretherea  here  to-day.    ( 
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have  seen  but  two  as  yet,  ani  it  is  likely  (here  will  be  but  rery  few 
here.  I  alone  stand  responsible,  and  I  stand  fearlessly,  because  I 
have  trath  for  my  basis.  But  that  tbi^  is  a  fundamental  question, 
as  Mr.  Austin  himself  admitted,  will  be  sufficiently  apparent  when 
we  advert  to  the  single  fact,  that  if  men  must  be  punished  for  all 
their  sins,  and  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  the  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  view  that  is  taken  of 
this  question  by  Mr.  Austin  and  the  Universalists  generally,  sub- 
verts the  whole  Gospel.  If  there  be  no  atonement,  then  we  must 
take  a  different  view  of  every  element  of  the  Gospel,  for  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ  is  the  centre  around  which  every  other  Gospel  truth 
revolves:  they  derive  their  vitality,  efficiency  and  power  to  save 
from  the  atonement.  But  this  doctrine  of  human  punishment,  of 
expiating  our  pins  by  punishment,  stands  directly  in  the  place  of 
propitiation  which  God  has  set  forth,  through  faith  in  Christ's  blood, 
that  he  might  be  just  and  the  justitierof  those  who  believe  in  Jesus. 
I  regard  this  question  therefore  as  important,  that  on  its  settlement 
depends  those  other  most  vital  points,  a  vicarious  atonement,  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  the  enjoyment  of  salvation  here  and  the  a.«su- 
rance  of  everlasting  life  hereafter.  In  short  it  is  a  question  of  no* 
less  importance  than  whether  the  world  is  without  hope,  or  whether 
God  in  his  goodness  has  visited  us  with  a  dispensation  of  grace  and 
mercy.  My  friend  is  surprised  that  I  and  others  who  believe  with 
me  should  take  such  pleasure  as  we  do  in  this  and  other  doctrines,  but 
why  should  this  excite  surprise,  since  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  has  been 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  man  from  the  necessity  of 
damnation  ?  How  can  he  be  surprise!  that  we  should  believe  in  the 
atonement  of  Jesus,when  it,  is  expressly  said  that  he  suffered  the  just 
for  the  unjust  that  he  might  bring  us  to  God  ?  How  with  the  Bible  in 
his  hand  can  he  entertain  surprise  that  we  should  adopt  tho^e  doc- 
trines which  lay  at  the  foundation  of  the  whole  Gospel  system ;  and 
on  which  the  hopes  of  men  with  respect  to  eternal  salvation  are  builU 
Were  our  doctrines  built  on  some  chimera  of  the  brain,  were  they 
maintained  with  a  pertinacity  which  indicates  a  mere  fondness  for 
old  errors,  had  they  no  support  from  the  scriptures,  were  it  not  neces- 
ary  to  take  this  ground  in  order  to  move  in  harmony  with  God  and 
the  teachings  of  his  holy  word,  then  there  might  be  some  foundati«»il 
for  the  gentleman's  remarks,  though  it  would  be  still  more  surpri- 
sing, that  the  Gospel,  introduced  ifor  the  world's  salvation  should 
after  all  afford  us  no  relief,  nor  furnish  us  with  a  single  elememt 
of  salvation :  such  would  be  the  case  were  the  doctrine  for  which 
he  contends  true.  He  says  that  if  he  errs,  it  is  on  the  right  side  of 
the  question.  How  is  it  on  the  right  side  of  the  question  ?  If  he 
errs,  it  is  in  leading  the  sinner  to  suppose  he  has  no  other  punishment 
to  endure  than  that  which  he  receives  as  he  passes  through  this 
world.  He  errs  in  leading  the  sinner's  mind  away  from  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  deluding  him  with  the  vain  hope  of  expiating  his 
otfences  by  the  few  aches  and  pains  of  body  and  mind,  which  are 
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common  to  our  earthlj  existence.  Is  it  a  triflin||^  error,  to  denjr  the 
Lord  who  bought  us  ?  To  go  about  to  estabhsh  our  own  right- 
eousness, refusing  to  submit  to  the  righteousness  of  God  ?  i  ask 
whether  his  error  is  on  the  right  side  if  it  should  be  found  the  incor- 
rigible sinner  cannot  satisfy  for  his  own  offences  without  eternal 
banishment  from  the  presence  and  glory  of  God  ?  This  question 
is  yet  to  be  discussed,  and  yet  he  assumes  this  error  to  be  a  trifling 
one.  The  truth  is,  if  it  be  an  error,  it  is  one  whose  consequences 
are  most  fearful :  it  leares  the  sinner  entirely  without  the  means 
of  salvation.  But  on  the  contrary,  should  my  views  be  erroneous, 
no  one  will  be  punished  less,  no  one  will  be  induced  to  sin  more. 
Universalism  teaches  that  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  ceases 
when  he  repents.  So  [  teach  :  but  I  do  not  teach  that  repentance 
pays  the  deot,  but  that  in  connection  with  faith,  it  is  indispensible 
to  pardon  and  salvation. 

I  assure  the  sinner  he  may  escape  the  punishment  of  his  sins, 
but  it  is  only  on  condition  that  he  yields  to  the  claims  of  the  gos- 
pel made  upon  him  now — that  he  exercises  thorough  repentance — 
becomes  holy  in  heart,  and  life,  and  dedicates  himself  to  God  with- 
out reserve.  Only  in  this  way  can  the  virtue  of  the  atonement  be  ap- 
plied in  his  salvation,  Crod  never  pardons  the  sinner  until  he  sees  m 
the  heart,  a  fixed  purpose  to  forsake  sin  and  lead  a  holy  life.  There 
must  be  an  inward  hatred  and  hearty  renunciation  of  sin.  Nor  can 
the  sinner  repent  when  he  pleases,  because  the  power  to  repent  is 
of  God,  and  be  may  withhold  the  grace  of  repentance  when  the  sin- 
ner presumes  upon  his  mercy.  And  if  after  the  reception  of  the 
p^don  given  for  sins  past,  they  depart  from  the  truth  then  em- 
braced, they  lose  the  benefit  of  that  pardon.  Take  these  facts  in  con- 
nection with  the  doctrine  I  advocate,  and  then  say  if  you  can,  that 
it  encourages  sin  and  transgression. 

The  authority  of  Grod  and  of  his  law,  arises  from  his  goodness, 
Mr.  Austin  tells  you,  that  it  is  because  his  mercy  endureth  for- 
ever,  that  he  posesses  authority  to  make  law  for  sinners.  This  is  a 
singular  idea.  I  acknowledge  his  goodness  is  a  ground  of  oblii^atioa 
to  obey  him ;  but  I  always  supposed  that  goodness  was  only  a  sin- 
gle attribute  of  the  Godhead ;  and  that  his  authority  arises  from  a 
barmoaious  exercise  of  his  attributes.  But  my  friend  says  it  is  his 
goodness  alone.  What  then  becomes  of  the  justice,  holiness,  im- 
mutability and  every  other  attribute  that  constitutes  the  divine  char- 
acter. His  goo  Ine^s  alone,  he  says  is  the  source  from  which  ema- 
nates his  authority. 

There  are  9ome  other  points  in  connection  with  law,  which  I 
have  not  now  time  to  discuss.  The  subject  will  come  up  in  the  last 
question,  and  I  promise  to  give  Mr.  Austin,  enough  of  law  before 
tnis  discussion  is  terminated. 

I  now  take  up  my  third  argument  in  support  of  the  aflirmitive 
of  this  question.  It  is  based  on  the  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners. 
What  was  the  objeet  of  his  sufferings  ?  I  take  the  ground  that  man 
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was  and  is  benefitted  really  and  prospeetivelj  by  the  sufferings,  and 
death  of  Christ,  and  that  this  benefit  embraces  salration  from  pun- 
ishment.   This  I  argue,  first  from  the  fact  that  Christ  sufiered. 
There  is  no  way  in  which  we  <*an  account  for  the  sufferinr  of  Christ 
only  on  the  supposition  that  they  operated  for  the  henent  of  man. 
1.  He  did  not  suflfer  for  himself — he  was  without  sin,  in  heart  and 
in  life.    He  had  violated  no  law  and  on  his  own  account  was  ob- 
noxious to  no  penalty.     Suffering  as  it  exists  in  the  universe  is  the 
direct  or  indirect  retiult  of  a  violation  on  the  part  of  intelligent  be- 
ings, of  the  laws  and  conditions  of  their  existence.     But  as  Christ 
had  never  violated  any  law,  but  was  in  the  highest  sense  of  the 
term  jtnU,  it  is  evident  however  we  may  account  for  his  sufferings, 
he  did  not  suffer  in  his  own  behalf.     Nor  is  suffering  a  necessary 
accompaniment  of  a  work  of  benevolence,  excluding  the  idea  of 
expiation  for  offences.     To  suppose  this,  would  be  to  suppose  the 
benevolent  works  of  God  were  attended  with  pain  to  himself,  or 
that  holy  angels  diminish  their  own  happiness  by  ministering  to 
those  who  are  heirs  of  salvation.     The  question  therefore  again  re- 
curs, what  was  the  object  of  Christ*s  suffiering  ?     If  it  was  not  to 
expiate  his  own  offences,  nor  yet  because  su&ring  is  necessarily 
connected  with  a  work  of  benevolence,  why  did  he  suffer  .'    Let 
the  apostle  answer  the  question :     **  He  died  the  just  for  the  un- 
just, that  he  might  bring  us  to  Grod — he  sufiered  for  us,  he  bore  our 
sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree."     Let  the  prophet  Isaiah  answer 
the  question :    "  He  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions,  bruised 
for  our  iniquities ;  the  chastisement  of  our  peace  was  upon  him ; 
by  his  stripes  we  are  healed."    Now  if  ray  friend  Mr.  Austin,  can 
tell  me  how  all  this  can  be  done  without  any  provision  for  salva- 
tion from  punishment,  I  would  like  to  hear  it.     But  is  it  asked  bow 
the  death  of  Christ  operates  to  deliver  the  sinner  from  punishment  ? 
I  answer,  it  is  by  the  power  of  expiation  and  propitiation.     Let 
St.  Paul  illustrate  this  point :    "  Scarcely  for  a  nghteou8  man  will 
one  die,  yet  peradventure  for  a  good  man,  some  would  even  dare 
to  die."  '**  Here,  to  die  for  a  good  man,"  says  Doddridge,  **  is  to 
lay  down  one  life  in  order  to  save  another."    But  God*s  love  was 
commended  to  us  in  that  while  we  were  yet  sinners,  Christ  died  for 
us.     That  is,  he  laid  down  his  life  in  order  to  save  the  liv^s  of 
others."    The  Greek  prepositions  anti  and  uper,  used  in  these  and 
other  quotations,  and  translated  "for,**  signify /or  tlie  benefit^  or  in 
the  room  and  ttwd  of  others.     So  King  David,  **  would  to  God  I 
had  died  for  thee."    Evidently  the  expression  of  a  wish  that  he 
bad  died  in  the  room  and  stead  of  Absalom.     Says  the  learned  Dr. 
Knapp,adi«itingui8hed  Grerman  theologian,  **  when  this  phraseology 
is  used  in  the  New  Testament  with  reference  to  Christ,  it  always 
means  that  he  died  in  the  slead  or  in  the  place  of  men,  to  deliver 
them."    The  meaning  is  this :     "  Since  Christ  suffered  for  our  sins, 
we  ourselves  are  freed  from  the  necessity  of  enduring  the  punish- 
ment which  they  deserve.*'    See  vol.  ii.  page  305.     That  is,  Gos- 
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fe\  tmtnkkm  embrseM  dehfemace  from  jtirt  and  d^aenred  pmiiih- 
meat.  Tbe  penalty  of  the  biw  violated  by  the  pinner,  is  so  satis^ 
ied  by  the  soflfering  and  death  of  Christ,  that  those  who  repent  and 
lietieve  in  him,  are  freely  jostiiied  and  exonerated  from  the  legal 
eofiseqnenees  of  their  sins. 

We  now  present  oar  Fimrth  Argument.,  founded  on  the  doetrine 
of  redemption  as  e^cpressed  in  Galatians  iii.  15.  **  Christ  hath  re- 
elaimed  as  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  corse  for  as." 
To  understand  the  force  of  this  passage,  and  by  consequence  the 
force  of  this  argnment,  we  must  hrst  understand  what  the  carse  of 
the  law  is.  I  suppose  Mr.  Austin  will  agree  with  me  that  the  cnrsa 
of  the  law  is  tbe  punishment  which  it  inflicts  on  the  transgressor. 
Hence  say  the  Scriptures,  *'  cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth  not 
in  all  things  written  in  the  book  of  tbe  law  to  do  them.**  He  who 
disobeys  incurs  the  penalty  of  the  law ;  that  is,  is  liable  to  the 
threatened  penalty.  Besides,  the  Greek  word  katara^  signifies  maU- 
diction  or  puni^mentf  proceeding  from  the  sanction  of  law,  and  is 
so  used  in  the  Greek  classics.  Jn  this  case  it  is  the  curse  or  pun- 
ishment which  proceeds  by  tbe  authority  and  sanction  of  the  divine 
law,  to  visit  the  sinner  with  a  just  and  deserved  punishment.  If 
this  is  not  so,  Mr.  Austin  can  tell  us  what  it  does  mean.  This  pas- 
sage says,  Christ  has  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  that 
is,  fn>m  the  punishment  which  the  law  denounces  against  the  trans- 
gressor. To  be  redeemed  is  to  be  ransomed  or  delivered  from  pain, 
distrees,  liability,  penalty,  or  any  exposure.  If  this  is  not  what  it 
means,  my  fnend  will  be  able  to  tell  us  what  it  does  mean.  But 
antil  we  have  more  light,  with  Webster,  Walker,  Richardson,  and 
Doaegan,  to  sustain  us^  we  claim  that  to  redeem,  is  to  boy  off  from 
exposure,  bondage,  penalty,  suffering,  &e.  Hence,  as  Christ  re- 
deemed us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  it  follows  that  as  oar  Savior, 
he  has  made  provision  for  our  "  deliverance  from  just  and  deserved 
pnaishment,"  and  the  proposition  under  consideration  is  sustained. 

When  I  ceased  speaking  last,  I  was  on  my  second  argument  and 
had  not  finished  it.  I  will  therefore  now  proceed  to  finish  that  arga- 
■lent.  I  closed  by  saying  that  to  deliver  man  from  guilt  would  be 
to  deliver  him  from  paiiishment  unless  they  were  punished  after  they 
ceased  to  be  condemned.  To  deliver  himfrom  condemnation,  would 
be  to  relieve  him  from  punishment,  unless  they  were  pnnished  after 
they  ceased  to  be  condemed.  Take  what  view  of  the  salvation  you 
please,  deliverance  from  punishment  must  follow.  On  the  princi- 
ples of  Universalism  to  save  a  sinner  from  his  sins,  it  must  he  ef- 
fected in  one  of  three  ways.  1 .  Before  he  is  punished,  t.  After 
he  is  punished.  Or,  3.  At  the  same  time  he  is  punished.  But 
either  of  these  suppositions  would  involve  absurdity.  If  he  is 
saved  from  sin  before  he  is  punished,  then  if  he  is  punished  nt  all, 
he  must  be  punished  as  a  sinner  after  he  has  become  a  Christian. 
If  after  he  is  punished,  then  there  is  no  room  for  salvation,  since  he 
is  no  longer  guilty  or  condemned ;  all  the  coneequenceoof  sin  are 
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fulfilled  on  hia  own  person.  There  are  no  conseqoenees  of  sin  for 
which  he  is  to  be  saved.  If  he  is  saved  at  the  time  of  his  punish- 
ment, then  it  follows  salvation,  and  damnation  meet  at  the  same 
moment,  in  the  same  person.  Hence  they  either  become  identical 
or  destroy  each  other.  That  is,  the  unbeliever  believes  at  the  same 
time  he  disbelieves,  and  is  saved  on  account  of  his  faith  at  the  mo- 
ment that  he  is  punished  for  his  unbelief.^  The  only  rational  con- 
clusion is  that  salvation  from  sin,  involves  deliverance  from  pun- 
ishment. 

Here,  then,  Universalism  and  Jesus  Christ  occupy  antagonistie 
positions.    The  congregation  must  make  their  selection. 

I  will  not  take  up  another  argument  at  this  time,  but  I  wish  to 
make  a  remark  or  two.  I  hope  my  friend  Mr.  Austin  will  find  it 
convenient  to  define  his  position  in  his  next  speech  with  regard 
to  the  place  where  this  punishment  will  be  inflicted  and  whether 
he  believes  in  punishment  after  this  life,  or  whether  all  this  punish- 
ment may  be  endured  in  the  present  state. — [  Time  expired. 
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OtfUlemen  Moderators: — My  friend  as  he  sat  down,  requested  me 
to  define  my  position  in  regard  to  the  place,  where  men  are  to  be 

Sunished.  if  my  opinion  on  that  point  was  of  importance  to  the 
iscussion  of  this  question,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  make  any  ex- 
planation that  might  be  deemed  proper.  But  I  really  can  conceive 
of  no  reason  why,  in  this  debate,  I  should  be  called  upon  to  express 
my  views  on  that  subject.  The  question  is  not  where,  when ,  or  how, 
men  shall  be  punished ;  but  simply  this : — Are  men  to  be  Ktped 
from  just  and  deserved  pvtnishment,  or  not  ?  To  this  single  point, 
the  discussion  mu«t  be  confined  to  be^rofitable.  I  shall  have  no 
hesitation  in  defining  my  position  on  future  punishment,  when  it  is 
legitimately  in  the  sphere  of  our  investigations.  But  why  turn  aside 
from  the  question  before  us  and  enter  on  topics  which  will  lead  us 
far  away  from  the  real  matter  at  issue.  It  is  comparatively  of  no 
importance  to  the  sinner,  nor  has  it  any  practical  bearing  on  his 
mind,  to  inquire  where  he  will  be  punished.  The  great  fact  which 
he  wants  to  know,  and  the  only  one  which  excites  his  solicitude, 
is,  whether  he  will  be  punished  at  ail.  Convince  him  that  he  wHl 
surely  receive  a  just  punishment  for  all  hi?  sins,  and  it  will  have 
the  effect  to  deter  him  from  wickedness.  But  if  he  believes  he  can 
awiid  punishment — that  a  way  is  open  for  him  to  sin  and  escape  the 
penalty,  he  is  strongly  tempted— nay,  encouraged,  into  its  commis- 
sion. He  cares  not  witen  or  where  God  would  have  punit^hed  him, 
if  he  can  but  escape  that  punishment.  Hence  the  unproiitableness 
of  leaving  the  open  track  before  us,  and  entering  upon  discuFsions 
in  regard  to  the  time  and  place  of  punishment.  If  my  friend  wants 
to  lead  off  in  that  direction,  I  have  no  objection;  but  i  shall  not 
loiiow  hia.    I  intend  to  confine  myself  to  the  |)articular  question 
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tefore  on--'*  IX>es  gospel  salvation  embrace  deliverance  from  fast 
mod  deserved  punishment  r* 

Moeh  that  my  friend  has  said  thns  far,  has  but  little  bearing  on 
this  question,  tlis  first  argament  is  founded  on  the  annunciation 
made  by  the  angels  to  the  shepherds  at  the  advent  of  the  Savior : 
•*  Behold  I  bring  joagood  tidings  of  great  ioy  which  slmll  be  to  all' 
people."  (Luke  ii.  10.)  If  I  understand  him  correctly,  he  in- 
sists this  annunciation  could  not  be  true,  unless  men  were  to  be 
saved  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  g09pel,  from  the  effeeiB  of 
sin.  He  cannot  see  what  good  tidings  Uit  gospel  can  convey  to 
men.  without  it  proclaims  deliverance  from  the  consequences  of  sin. 
Let  me  inform  him  what  would  be  much  better  tidings — ^viz  :  a  de- 
liverance from  81  If  itsdf!  Disconnected  from  its  legal  consequen- 
ces— if  €rod  had  enacted  no  law  against  it,  and  had  threatened  no 
punishment  in  consequence  of  it — sin  would  have  still  been  a  ter- 
rible evil,  and  deliverance  from  it  the  highest  possible  blessing  that 
could  be  conferred  upon  an  intellectual  and  moral  being. 

If  by  the  '*  effects  of  sin,"  my  friend  means  its  jmniskments,  I 
entirely  disagree  with  him.  But  if  he  means  salvation  from  a  state 
in  which  we  are  exposed  to  sin,  then  I  coincide  with  him.  I  be- 
lieve the  **  good  tidings"  announced  by  the  angels,  were  salvation 
from  that  state  of  imperfection,  in  which  we  commit  sin,  and  not 
from  punishment  due  sin  once  committed.  The  Bible  recognizes 
no  such  doctrine  as  salvation  from  penalty.  There  is  nothing  said 
in  God's  word  about  delivering  men  from  the  *'  just  and  deserved 
punishment"  of  sin.  On  the  contrary,  it  insists  that  sin  must  and 
skaUt  be  punished.  I  will  introduce,  in  due  time,  declarations 
of  the  Bible,  where^this  is  asserted  in  so  many  words.  The  Apos- 
tle declares  "  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity."  From  this 
state  of  subjection  the  gosp^f^lh)pose8  to  save  the  world.  Not  from 
punishment,  but  from  sin  and  imperfection.  And  this  momentous 
truth  was  the  "good  tidings,"  announced  by  the  angelic  messengers. 

The  question  before  us  was  drawn  up  by  my  friend  Eider  Holmes. 
Yet  its  very  phraseology  contradicts  the  position  he  advocates,  and 
of  itself  overturns  every  argument  he  can  bring  to  sustain  it.  Mark 
how  it  reads :  "  Does  gospel  salvation  embrace  deliverance  from 
just  ani  deserved  punishment  ?"  My  friend  inquired  what  ispunuh' 
ment  7  But  I  think  it  more  important  to  ask  what  is  jvat  and  de- 
served  punishment  7  A  man  violates  the  law  of  God.  Just  and  de- 
served punishment,  for  his  transgression,  is  sUch  punishment  as  the 
principles  of  equity  and  right  would  inflict.  In  other  words,  such 
a  chastisement  as  tne  sinner's  own  ^ood  and  the  welfare  of  commu- 
nity require.  God's  government  is  designed  for  the  good  of  all 
over  whom  it  is  exercised ;  and  hence  all  its  measures  tend  to  se- 
cure that  end.  Punishment  is  one  of  those  measures.  Its  true  ob- 
ject is  not  one  of  unmixed  evil  toward  the  guilty ;  but  its  legitimate 
aim  is  the  l>enefit,  the  reformation,  of  all  upon  whom  it  is  inflicted. 
I  maiolaiB,  therelote,  that  artist  and  deserved  punishmentais  a  good 
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paiuslimeot — good  for  those  .who  receiTe  it»  ms  wdl  as  for  thow 
who  witness  it.  To  save  a  man  from  the  benefits  of  such  ponish- 
ment,  is  to  depriTe  him  of  that  which  he  actually  needs,  and  which 
his  own  welfare  requires.  This,  would  violate  justice,  equity t  and 
enlightened  benevolence.  If  an  individual  was  threatened  with  an 
unjwU  and  unde9$rved  punishment,  to  save  him  from  it  would  be 
ju§t  &nd  righl.  Conceding  this,  it  becomes  self  evident  that  to 
screen  man  from  ju$t  and  deserved  punishment,  would  be  equally 
uniuit  and  wrong.  Hence  I  consider  the  question  before  us,  when 
xeduoed  to  its  naked  proposition,  to  be  virtually  this : — **  Will  God 
do  that  which  is  unjust  and  wrong  in  his  dealings  with  sinners  ?" 
All  will  see  that  the  very  statement  and  nature  of  the  question, 
amounts  to  this.  And  however  my  friend  opposite  may  introduce 
fine  spun  theories,  or  deal  in  the  bewildering  metaphjrsics  of  a  di- 
lapidated theology,  to  conceal  this  naked  point,  yet  it  is  the  real 
issue  between  us. 

I  stand  here  to  vindicate  the  character  of  God  against  this  vir- 
tual charge  of  injustice  a^d  wrong — ^A  charge,  which,  if  true,  would 
vitiate  the  purity  of  the  Divine  nature  and  destroy  the  integrity 
of  his  government.  I  insist  Jehovah  will  do  precisely  just  and 
riglU  in  all  cases  and  with  all  men — both  individually  andf  collect- 
ively. God  **  is  no  respecter  of  persons."  He  will  deal  with  all 
upon  the  principle  of  administering,  with  unfailing  certainty, 
such  rewards  as  they  merit  and  such  punishment  as  justice  decides 
they  deserve. 

I  am  aware  I  shall  differ  from  my  friend  in  viewing  each  act^  in 
the  doings  of  an  accountable  creature,  as  a  destined  matter  of  con- 
sideration in  God's  dealings  with  man.  The  school  of  theology  to 
which  he  belongs,  is  in  the  habit  of  lumping  moral  desert  It 
teaches  that  men  are  either  rewarded  for  all  their  good  d6eds,  and 
punished  for  none  of  their  bad,  or  punished  for  all  oi  their  had 
deeds,  and  rewarded  for  none  of  their  good.  Not  so,  however,  with 
the  class  to  which  I  am  attached :  we  believe  God  deals  with  men 
with  relation  to  each  separate  act  of  their  lives.  For  every  wor- 
thy deed,  or  even  thought,  he  bestows  a  just  and  deserved  reward ; 
and  there  is  no  danger  or  possibility  of  losing  that  reward.  And 
for  every  wicked  act  or  thought,  the  Supreme  Judge  of  the  Universe 
will  inmct  SLJust  and  deserved  punishment,  from  which  there  is  no 
possibility  that  the  sinner  can,  in  any  manner,  be  saved  or  screened. 
We  maintain,  moreover,  it  would  be  as  unjust  and  wrong,  to  screen  a 
man  iiaoi  deserved  punishment,  as  it  would  be  to  deprive  him  of  the 
reward  a  good  deed  merits.  Why  should  a  Deity  of  infinite  wisdom, 
annex  a  penalty  to  his  law,  and  then  immediately  proceed  to  pro- 
vide a  way  to  avoid  its  infliction  when  justly  incurred  ?  Shall  we 
be  told  the  penalty  is  designed  to  give  influence  to  the  law,  and  se- 
cure obedience  ?  This  it  would  unquestionably  do,  was  there  an 
absolute  certainhf  that  it  would  be  imposed  upon  the  guilty.  But 
how  can  penalty  impart  any  strength  to  law,  where  nothing  can  be 
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watt  easy  thui  to  aroid  its  inilietion  ?  Urns  the  afluiBAtiTe  <^{Mm 
qoeation  robs  God*s  law  of  that  which  can  alone  make  penalty  of 
tfiil.  T^e  away  certainty  of  infliction,  and  law  may  about  as 
well  be  without  penalty  as  with.  The  views  entertained  on  the 
opposite  nde,  in  my  estimation,  violate  all  proper  conception  of  the 
fiohcrf  and  objeds  of  divine  punishment.  They  represent  it  virtu- 
ally as  vindictive,  retaliatory,  revengeful.  The  sinner  commits  an 
injary  on  God  or  his  government,  and  Crod  s^eks  $atisf action  or  pay^ 
mtnt  by  inflicting  injary  on  the  sinner  in  return.  There  are  but  two 
general  objects,  so  far  as  the  guilty  are  personally  concerned*  /or 
which  punishment  can  be  inflicted  on  them,  viz.  either  to  injure  or 
to  benefit  them.  The  former  is  retaliation, — the  latter  is  the  dictate 
of  benevolence.    Which  shall  we  attribute  to  God  ? 

DTvine  punishment  cannot  be  viewed,  in  any  enlightened  sense, 
ms  being  administered  on  a  principle  of  retaliation,  a  rendering  of 
evil  for  evil—- or  from  promptm^  of  malice  or  hatred.    God  has  for- 
bidden man  to  act  on  these  pnnciples ;  can  it  be  supposed  he  will 
violate  his  own  injunctions  ?    Can  it  be  right  in  Jehovah  to  jeadJM 
evil  for  enil,  and  wrong  in  man?    Are  we  not  commanded^ta  tS^j^ 
tate  our  Father  in  heaven?    The  great  injunction  every  wher^  tor 
be  found  in  the  New  Testament,  is  tnat  good  should  be  returned  for     i 
evil — ^blessing  for  cursing.    God  himself,  we  are  bound  to  believe,    i 
in  all  his  deaBngs  with  dependent  creatures,  acts  on  this  perfect  and 
lovely  moral  principle.     The  proposition  of  my  friend,  makes  the 
Creator  to  falsify  tnat  principle,  in  that  it  represents  his  punish- 
ments as  inflicted  solely  to  injure  the  guilty — which  would  be  but 
a  return  of  evil  for  evil.    It  is  on  this  ground  alone  he  can  consis* 
teoUy  maintain  that  it  would  be  a  blessing  to  save  man  from  pun- 
ishment.    Whereas,  the  moment  it  is  acknowledged  punishment  is 
inflicted  for  the  reformation  and  benefit  of  the  wicked,  it  must  be 
allowed  that  to  save  them  from  it,  would  be  in  no  wise  a  blessing, 
but  an  injury. 

There  must  be  a  marked  distinction  between  suflering  inflicted 
on  the  prihciples  of  retaliation,  and  inflicted  as  a  Divine  punish- 
ment What  is  the  nature  of  that  distinction  ?  It  can  be  only  this : 
Retaliation  is  inflicting  suflering  in  hatred  of  the  offender,  and  with 
a  sole  desire  to  torment  him.  Divine  punishment  consists  in  bring- 
ing pain  on  the  sinner,  in  love — with  a  deep  interest  in  his  welfare 
— ^nd  with  the  intention  of  restoring  him,  to  obedience  and  happi- 
ness,— as  a  wise  and  affectionate  earthly  father,  chastises  his  child 
for  his  reformation  and  ultimate  good.  It  is  by  overlooking  this 
distinction,  and  confounding  retaliation  with  punishment,  that  the 
world  has  been  lead  so  far  astray  on  this  subject,  and  brought  to 
believe  that  salvation  from  punishment  would  be  a  great  favor  from 
God. 

What  are  the  true  objects  of  God*s  punishment  ?  They  are, — 
jFtral,  The  reformation  of  the  punished— and  Second,  The  benefit  of 
those  who  witness  panishment,  in  the  light  of  a  salutary  sjuLmpk. 
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Whatever  amount  of  chastisement  is  necessary  to  reform  the  gnilty, 
will  be  sufficient  to  operate  as  an  example,  to  deter  others  from 
wrong  doing.  I  repudiate  the  idea  of  punishing  men  solely  for 
example's  sake  and  with  no  aim  or  desire  for  their  good  !  It  violates 
all  reasonable  conceptions  of  a  wise,  just,  and  perfect  government. 

God  is  the  Father  of  all  mankind.  "Have  we  not  all  one  Father  ? 
Hath  not  one  God  created  as  ?"  (Malachi  ii.  10.)  '^Oar  Father  which 
art  in  Heaven."  (Matt.  vi.  9.)  He  is  the  Father  of  the  disobedient 
and  sinful,  as  well  as  of  the  good.  "Hear,  O  heavens ;  and  give 
ear,  O  earth ;  for  the  Lord  hath  spoken.  I  have  nourished  and 
brought  up  children,  and  they  have  rebelled  against  me.  •  •  • 
The  whole  head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint.  From  the  soul 
of  the  foot  even  unto  the  head,  there  is  no  soandness  in  it;  but 
wounds  and  bruises  and  putrifying  sores."  (Isa,  i.  2-6.)  Notwith- 
standing the  Jews  were  rebellious  and  depraved,  they  were  still 
children.  The  Deity  being  thus  the  father  of  all  men,  his  f^overn- 
ment  is  purely  Parental,  ft  differs  from  human  governments  m  that, 
while  they  are  stTicX\y  judicial,  inflicting  punishment  with  but  lit- 
tle concern  for  the  fate  of  the  guilty,  a  Parental  government  holds 
forever  in  view  the  interests  of  the  punished.  The  perfect,  paren- 
tal government  of  God  cannot  be  illustrated  by  principles  and  opera- 
tions of  an  imperfect  judicial,  earthly  government.  The  best  repre- 
sentation of  the  government  of  our  heavenly  Father,  is  that  which 
a  wise,  just,  and  benevolent  earthly  parent  exercises  over  his  family. 
Good  earthly  fathers  have  disobedient  children,  and  they  deem  it  a 
duty  to  punish  them.  On  what  principle  do  they  inflict  chastisement  ? 
To  gratefy  a  spirit  of  retaliation — or  from  a  desire  to  injure  the 
child — or  merely  to  aflbrd  an  example  for  the  rest  of  the  family  ? 
No,  the  great  and  leading  object,  is  the  child's  own  good — its  res- 
toration to  obedience  and  virtue.  A  secondary  object,  is  its  influ- 
ence on  the  other  children,  as  a  salutary  example.  A  wise  and 
good  father  endeavors  to  satisfy  his  erring  child,  that  he  punishes 
not  in  hatred  or  anger  but  in  sorrotr,  and  love,  and  solely  for  its 
heneflt.  A  real  zation  of  this  fact  melts  the  child  into  contrition  and 
regret,  and  makes  it  obedient  and  loving. 

i  maintain  these  are  the  principles  on  which  God  inflicts  punish- 
ment on  the  guilty.  He  is  a  wise  and  good  Father,  and  will  not 
save  his  creatures  from  that  infliction  of  pain  which  their  restora- 
tion to  godliness  and  happiness  requires.  Moreover  this  is  the  most 
elevated,  enlightened,  and  reasonable  view  we  can  take  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  holy  and  perfect  God — a  Univer%al  Father.  Any  rep- 
resentation that  his  punishments  are  designed  for  the  injury  of  the 
punished,  degrades  the  Deity — introduces  imperfection  and  evil 
into  his  counsels,  and  destroys  the  moral  grandeur,  beauty  and  glory 
of  his  government. 

Allow  me  to  bring  forward  a  few  scriptural  passages,  in  proof 
that  God's  punishments  are  designed  for  the  good  of  those  on  whom 
they  are  inflicted.    *'  I  will  bring  the  third  part  through  the  fire. 
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ind  wia  refine  them  as  silver  is  refined,  and  will  try  them  as  gold 
is  tried.     They  shall  call  on  my  name  and  I  will  hear  them :    1  will 
pay.  It  is  my  people ;  and  they  shall  say.  The  Lord  is  my  God." 
(Zech.  liii.  9.)    By  bringing  them  through  the  fire,  the  prophet 
represents  the  punishment  that  God  inflicts  upon  his  disobedient 
people.    And  the  influence  of  the  punishment  is  described  as  bring- 
ing the  erring  back  to  obedience  and  righteousness.     Again,  in  re- 
ference to  the  advent  of  Christ :    '*  But  who  may  abide  the  day  of 
his  coming?  and  who  shall  stand  when  he  appeareth  ?    For  he  is 
like  a  refinrr'sfire,  and  like  fulier's  soap.    And  he  shall  sit  as  a  re- 
finer and  purifier  of  silver.    And  he  shall  purify  the  sons  of  Levi, 
and  purge  them  as  gold  and  silver,  that  they  may  ofler  unto  the 
Ixjrd  an  offering  in  righteousness.''---(Mal.  iii.  2-3.)    What  is  ths 
nature  of  •'fulUr's  soap,'*  and  *•  refiner's  fire  ?"    They  do  not  de- 
^y,  but  cleanse,  renovate,  whatever  is  submitted  to  their  ac- 
tion.   These  figures  are  introduced  by  the  prophet  to  represent  the 
operation  of  God's  government,  and  to  show  that  his  punishments 
purify  rather  than  injure.     Again — "If  they  break  my  statutes* 
and  keep  not  my  commandments,  then  will  I  visit  their  transgres- 
sion with  the  rod,  and  their  iniquity  with  stripes.    Nevertheless, 
my  loving  kindness  will  I  not  utterly  take  from  him  nor  suffer  my 
faithfulness  to  fail.*' — (Ps.  Ixxxix.  31-33.)  Here  is  a  threatening  of 
jusi  punishment ;  and  yet  its  infliction  will  not  take  away  God's 
kiodoess  and  faithfulness.    Again — *'  Furthermore,  we  have  had  fa- 
thers of  our  flesh  which  corrected  us.  and  we  gave  them  reverence ; 
shall  we  not  much  rather  be  in  subjection  unto  the  Father  of  Spirits, 
and  live  ?    For  they  verily,  for  a  few  days,  chastened  us  after  their 
pleasure ;  but  he  for  our  profits  that  we  might  be  partakers  of  his 
holiness." — (Meb.  xii.  9-10).  This  is  a  most  beautiful  representation 
of  the  objects  of  Divine  Punishment.     Its  purpose  is  to  amend,  to 
restore,  the  disobedient,  and  bring  them  into  a  state  of  heart  and 
mind,  where  they  will  become  partakers  of  God's  holiness. 

I  will  now  refer  for  a  moment,  to  the  passage  quoted  b v  Elder 
Holmes,  from  Gala.  iii.  1 3 — **  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the 
curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  us."  From  the  remarks 
of  my  brother,  I  suppose  he  understands  the  law  in  this  sentence, 
to  be  the  great  moral  law  of  God.  I  wholy  dissent  from  this  con- 
struction. The  context  clearly  shows  that  the  apostle  referred  exclu- 
sively to  the  Levitical  or  Ceremonial  Law  of  the  old  dispensation. 
In  the  2od  verse,  he  asks~"This  would  I  learn  of  you,  received 
ye  the  Spirit  by  the  works  of  the  law,  [i.  e.  the  Levitical  law,] 
—or  by  the  hearing  of  faith  r* — the  Gospel.  Again — verse  17lh : 
"And  this  I  sav,  that  the  covenant  tnat  was  confirmed  he- 
fore  of  God  io  Christ,  the  law,  which  was  four  hundred  and  thirty 
years  after,  cannot  disannul,  that  it  should  make  the  promise  of 
none  effect"  this  shows  beyond  a  doubt,  it  was  from  the  curse 
of  the  Ceremonial  Law  that  Christ  redeemed  the  Apostles  and  early 
christiaD  converts. 


Aft^r  the  gospel  diBpensation  had  been  established,  jt  was  comd* 
ered  a  curse,  that  is,  an  evU,  a  disadvantage  for  the  Jews  to  shut 
their  eyes  to  the  light  and  glory  which  beamed  upon  them  from 
the  teaching  of  Christ,  and  cling  to  the  old  forms  and  ceremonies 
of  the  Levitical  law.  Hence  in  this  immediate  context,  (v.  10)  St. 
Paul  says :  *'  For  as  many  as  are  of  the  works  of  the  law,  are  under 
the  curse.  For  it  is  written,  cursed  is  every  one  [while  acknow- 
led^g  the  authority  of  the  law,]  that  continueth  not  in  all  things 
which  are  in  the  book  of  the  law,  to  do  them.*'  The  book  of  wluit 
Law  ?  Evidently,  the  Ceremonial  Law.  In  the  fourth  chapter  of 
the  same  Epistle,  to  be  under  the  old  Levitical  Law  is  said  to  be  in 
Ifondage — **  Which  things  are  an  allegory :  for  these  are  the  two 
covenants :  the  one  from  Mount  Sinai,  [the  Levitical  Law]  which 

§endereth  to  bondage."  From  this  bondage  Christ  came  to  deliver 
le  Jews :  *'  Stand  fast  therefore  in  the  liberty  [the  Gospel]  where- 
with Christ  hath  made  us  free,  and  be  not  entangled  again  with 
^he  yoke  of  bondage" — the  Ceremonial  Law — (Gala.  v.  1.) 

Hence  in  the  passage  quoted  by  my  friend,  we  are  not  to  understand 
St.  Paul  as  teaching  that  Christ  redeemed  his  followers  in  that  age 
from  the  punishments  of  God*s  great  moral  law,  but  from  the  curse 
or  bondage  of  the  levitical  Law.  How  did  he  redeem  them  ?  By 
adopting  their  sins,  and  enduring  punishment  in  their  stead  ? 
Such  an  idea  does  violence  to  the  whole  subject  on  which  the  Apos- 
tle was  engaged.  The  Savior  redeemed  them  from  the  bondage  of 
the  ceremonial  Law,  by  the  enlightening  teachings  and  influences 
of  his  Gospel. 

One  word  in  regard  to  Isaiah  liii.  4.  5 : — **  Surely  he  hath  borne 
our  griefs,  and  carried  our  sorrows ;  yet  we  did  esteem  him  stricken, 
smitten  of  God  and  afflicted.  But  he  was  wounded  for  our  trans- 
gressions, he  was  bruised  for  our  iniquities :  the  chastisement  of 
our  peace  was  upon  him ;  and  with  his  stripes  we  are  healed.  All 
we  Hke  sheep,  have  gone  astray ;  we  have  turned  every  one  to  his 
own  way;  and  the  Lord  hath  laid  on  him  the  iniquity  of  us  all."  Eld. 
Holmes  quotes  this  passage  to  prove  that  Christ  took  upon  himself 
the  sins  and  guilt  of  mankind,  and  bore  in  their  place  the  penalties 
which  God's  moral  law  exacts  of  them.  If  this  is  a  true  construc- 
tion, then  several  important  deductions  must  follow.  In  the  first 
place,  to  teach  such  doctrine,  the  words  of  the  prophet  must  be 
received  in  their  most  literal  and  naked  sense.  This  would  prove 
that  Christ  actually  took  upon  himself  the  ''iniquity'*  of  men,  in- 
other  words,  became  sinful  and  guilty  in  his  own  cnaracter.  More- 
over it  would  prove  that  he,  an  innocent  being,  literally  received  in 
his  own  person,  the  punishment  due  all  mankind,  for  all  the  sins 
that  ever  have  been,  or  will  be  committed  on  the  earth.  It  follows 
also,  that  Jesus  literally  took  upon  himself  the  griefs  and  sorrowst 
the  physical  infirmities  anS  sicknesses  (see  Matt.  viii.  17)  of  all  man- 
kind. There  are  none  who  believe  this.  Is  it  said  his  bearing 
our  griefs  and  sieknesses,  &c  ,  must  be  understood  in  Ajiguraliv^ 
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?  AeknowMged.  And  by  all  rales  of  enlightened  criticisQi, 
hm  taking  upon  himself  the  iniquitiea  and  chaiti$emeni8  of  men,  must 
aiao  he  andeistood  figuratiyefy.  In  what  sense  did  the  Savior 
hear  the  mnrowa  and  sickneaus  of  men  ?  All  agree  it  was  in  remo- 
▼ing  them.  Very  well.  In  the  same  sense  otremovinf  them,  he 
bore  oar  iniquitie$ — not  in  bearing  in  our  place  the  poniflSment  doe 
our  iniquities. 

What  are  we  to  understand  by  those  passages  which  speak  of 
Christ  as  being  wounded  for  our  tiansgresaions — giving  himself  a 
ramon  for  us — suffering  and  dying  foe  men  ?  Simply  that  he  suf- 
fered, hied,  died,  in  our  service,  in  laboring  for  our  good,  and  in 
aceoaiplishinff^his  ^eat  work  of  reconciling  the  world  to  God. 
The  marked  distinction  between  my  friend  and  myself,  on  this  sub- 
ject, is,  that  while  he  maintains  Jesus  suffered  and  died  as  apunuk' 
ttfuf  honie  for  men,  and  in  tkeir  Mteod,  I  insist  dl  he  experienced 
was  in  behalf  of  mankind,  as  a  noble  hearted  philanthropist  labors 
and  snffeiB  for  the  good  of  his  needy  fellow  beings. — [Tiim  ex- 
jPffid. 
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Ma.  HoLMXs — Mesiers.  Moderators:  How  many  minutes  nay  I 
speak  ?  I  understand  Mr.  Austin  has  spoken  over  his  time,  some- 
what. 

Ma.  Austin — ^I  prefer  that  the  opposite  side  should  take  trt 
minutes.    They  belong  to  him,  and  can  be  taken  from  me. 

Rejected  Audience : — In  opening  the  debate  for  this  evening,  I 
ish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  my  friend,  Mr.  Austin,  has 
not  paid  the  slightest  attention  to  any  of  the  arguments  I  have  pre- 
aeated,  except  the  one  drawn  from  the  redemption  of  Christ,  spoken 
of  in  Gahaians.    Mr.  Austin  has  treated  us  to  two  or  three  aisser- 
tatioas  on  subjects,  to  say  the  least,  but  indirectly  connected  with 
the  oaestion.    To  much  of  what  be  has  said,  I  have  no  objection 
to  otter.    But  the  question  under  discussion  is,  *'  Does  Gospel  Sal- 
lalioB  embrace  deliverance  from  just  and  deserved  punishment  ?'* 
We  are  not  discussing  the  nature  or  design  of  punishment,  but  sim- 
ply whether  the  gospel  as  a  merciful  provision,  does  pronose  to 
aave  mea  from  that  punishment  which  they  deserve.     Whether 
God  iaflieta  punishment  or  saves  them  from  it,  in  either  case,  the 
deagn  is  good.    But  the  question  does  not  relate  to  the  desiffn  or 
nature  of  punishment,  but  whether  God  proposes  through  Jesus 
Chiiat  to  save  men  from  it.    I  asked  Mr.  Austin  to  define  nis  posi- 
tion in  regacd  to  future  punishment.    He  declines  doinff  so ;  says 
al  is  BOl  relevaiit,  mod  jei  he  introduces  a  great  deal  of  matter  of 
lataidnvancy.    I  am  going  to  show,  if  I  have  time,  why  I  asked 
tliia  ^f  Juok    libera  nrt  a  number  of  considerations  besides  the  one 
llMt  il  ve«U  hw  bto^ght  us  nearer  together.    There  is  no  necev 
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8ity  for  widening  the  difference  between  us,  by  refusing  to  arow 
our  sentiments  on  points  intimately  connected  with  the  merits  of 
our  respective  theories.  We  are  far  enough  apart,  when  we  come 
as  near  together  as  we  can ;  and  an  explanation  of  his  views  in  re- 
gard to  future  punishment,  if  it  did  not  bring  us  nearer  together, 
would  at  least  give  me  a  knowledge  of  his  real  position.  And  un- 
less he  consents  to  defiue  his  whereabouts  on  this  subject,  the  in- 
ference will  be  unavoidable,  that  he  is  afraid  to  give  a  frank  and 
manly  expose  of  his  real  views. 

He  states,  the  Bible  says  nothing  of  salvation  from  punishment : 
a  declaration  which  must  appear  most  strange  and  unaccountable 
to  any  one  who  has  read  his  Bible  with  the  slightest  attention.    I 
shall  have  occasion,  before  the  question  is  finished,  to  present  an 
argument  based  on  the  plain  language  of  scripture,  and  then  it  will 
be  seen  what  this  allegation  is  worth.    He  also  says  God  would 
not  enact  a  law,  and  then  proceed  to  save  men  from  its  penalty. 
Were  this  all  there  is  about  it, I  might  agree  with  him;  "but  the  gen* 
tleman  does  not  .seem  to  comprehend  either  the  nature  or  design  of 
the  Divine  law.    He  seems  to  suppose  the  whole  design  and  use  of 
law  embraced  in  the  infliction  of  penalty.     But  the  case  stands 
thus :    The  law  is  intended  for  the  good  of  the  universe — ^its  reve- 
lation makes  known  the  rule  of  moral  rectitude  to  the  moral  world 
— its  penalty  has  two  uses ;  first,  to  guard  the  law  from  infraction 
— second,  to  visit  the  transgressor  with  just  and  deserved  punish- 
ment.   It  was  never  the  design  of  God  that  man  should  transgress 
his  law,  hence  the  first  use  of  penalty  was  to^deter  from  sin ;  but 
sin  being  committed,  the  law  must  be  vindicnted  and  the  gorern- 
ment  maintained  by  the  punishment  of  the  guilty,  unless  as  already 
remarked,  an  expedient  be  resorted  to  that  will  relieve  the  trans- 
gressor, and  still  maintain  the  ends  of  good  government.    Has  this 
expedient  been  resorted  to  ?    This  is  the  question  now  being  dis- 
cussed.    According  to  Universal  ism,  God  has  made  it  necessary  for 
man  to  commit  sin,  and  having  done  that  goes  on  to  punish  him  to 
the  full  extent  of  his  deserts.     This  shows  the  question  in  a  light 
wholly  irreconcilable  with  justice.     But  there  is  nothing  inconsis- 
tent in  my  view  of  deliverance  from  punishment.    He  also  says  that 
to  save  man  from  just  and  deserved  punishment  would  be  to  do 
wrong.     We  have  already  spoken  of  the  atonement  of  Christ.    It 
was  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  making  it  consistent  and 
righteous  for  God  to  exonerate  the  sinner  from  the  infliction  of  pun- 
ishment.    Hence  St.  Paul  says  in  the  third  chapter  of  his  epistle  to 
the  Romans,  *'  whom  God  hath  sel  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through 
faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  nghteousness."    That  is  to  show 
that  God  may  be  righteous  and  good  in  exonerating  the  sinner  from 
the  infliction  of  punishment,  and  in  the  '*  remission  of  sins  that  are 
passed,  through  the  forbearance  of  God."    '*That  he  might  be 
just,"  is  the  language  of  the  Apostle,  **  and  yet  the  justifier  of  him 
who  believes  in  Jesus.**    Were  there  no  Redeemer — ^do  atonemeiil 
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ihnNi^  which  men  might  be  saved  from  punishment,  such  salra- 
tioD  woold  conflict  with  justice,     fiat  through  ChriMtbe  repenting 
fiianer  is  saved  from  punishment  in  perfect  harmony  wiUi  the  divine 
attributes.     The  pasisage  to  which  I  have  just  alluded  needs  no  com- 
ment ;  it  presents  with  singular  clearness  the  great  central  doctrine 
of  Christianity.     Mr.  Austin  also  gives  us  to  understand  that  pun- 
ishment is  not  an  evil  in  any  sense  of  the  word.     But  if  it  be  not 
an  evil  in  any  sense,  it  must  be  a  blessing  in  every  sense,  and  God 
proposes  to  punish  man  with  a  blessing.     If  that  punishment  which 
the  Bible  teaches  us  is  the  just  and  deserved  consequence  of  sin, 
be  a  blessing,  then  it  follows  that  those  who  have  the  most  sin  are 
the  most  blessed.    Where,  then,  is  the  motive  to  desist  from  sin  ? 
Has  a  man  under  such  circumstances  any  motive  to  repent  of  his 
sins  and  turn  to  God  .'     Punishment  is  a  blessing,  and  hence  he  who 
sins  most,  is  most  punished,  and  most  blessed  !    A  strange  view, 
this,  of  the  government  of  God  and  the  character  of  punishment ! 
We  admit  that  God  often  chastens  his  children  and  that  this  is^  a 
{pood  to  them.    But  he  must  make  a  difference  between  the  chasten- 
ing of  his  people,  and  the  punishment  of  the  incorrigible  sinner. 
The  Bidle  represents  the  one  as  chastened,  while  the  other  is  pun- 
ished.    In  the  case  of  the  sinner  it  is  punis/iment — the  first  fruits 
of  that  endless  perdition  which  will  be  awarded  him  in  the  retribu- 
tions of  the  last  day.    In  the  case  of  the  christian,  the  visitations 
of  God  loose  their  penal  character,  and  become  the  corrections  of 
a  kind  and  loving  Father.    And  the  corrections  administered  to  the 
children  of  God  do  not  necesiartly  result  in  good.    This  result  de- 
pends upon  the  disposition  with  which  they  are  received  and  im- 
proved. 

It  is  scarcely  worth  my  while  to  reply  to  the  representations  of 
my  friend  respecting  retaliation  and  revenge.  On  the  principles 
which  I  advocate,  he  knows  it  has  no  existence,  and  is  not  the  doc- 
trine of  any  of  my  school,  but  he  must  say  something,  and  not  be- 
ing able  to  remove  any  of  my  arguments,  he  proceeds  to  erect  this 
man  of  straw,  and  then  shows  mmself  redoubtable  by  knocking  it 
over.  Against  his  own  theory,  however,  the  charge  of  retaliation 
may  be  n^e  to  lie,  as  every  offender  roust  expiate  his  offences  in 
hia  own  person  ;  an  eye  for  an  eye,  and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth,  be- 
comes the  mling  principle  of  action. 

My  friend  protests  against  judging  of  the  nature  of  the  Divine 
government  from  human  governments,  and  yet  he  makes  the  most 
of  his  arguments  rest  on  the  administration  of  a  father  in  his  family, 
thus  erecting  a  human  standard  as  the  criterion  of  the  divine  ad- 
ministration, and  laboring  to  establish  what  he  strenuously  con- 
demns in  me.  We  shall  have  occasion  to  show  up  his  paternal  ar- 
guments before  we  close,  but  we  pass  it  by  for  the  present. 

I  now  call  your  attention  to  what  Mr.  Austin  says  is  the  curse  of 
the  law.  I  quoted  and  built  an  argument  on  the  passage,  *'  Christ 
hath  redeemed  as  from  the  curse  of  the  law."    This  I  said  was  puA« 
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ishment,  the  penalty  of  the.  law.  Christ  haTmr  redeemed  us  from 
that,  provides  a  way  to  escape  from  the  ponishmeDt  of  sin.  Mr. 
Austin  replied  that  this  meant  the  LeWtical  law.  First,  let  us  say, 
there  is  no  proof  of  this  whaterer,  except  his  ip$e  dixit.  We  are 
to  take  it  on  his  authority,  and  to  suppose  we  nave  the  argument 
answered.    My  repiy  is  this :    In  the  first  place,  the  Apostle  wae 

E reaching  to  the  Gaiatians,  who  were  never  under  the  Levitical 
iw,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  How  then  could  the  redemp- 
tion of  Christ  be  intended  to  free  them  from  the  Leritical  law? 
My  second  point,  is  that  the  object  of  this  redemption  was  that  the 
hlessing  of  Abraham  might  come  on  the  Grentiles  by  faith.  What 
was  that  blessing  ?  It  was  justification  by  faith ;  for,  says  the 
Apostle,  **  Abraham  believed  God,  a&d  it  was  accounted  to  him  for 
righteousness."  Now  this  blessing  of  Abraham  existed  before  the 
Levitical  law,  consequently  the  redemption  of  Christ,  was  in* 
tended  to  save  them,  the  Jews  and  Gentiles,  and  all  the  world, 
from  a  curse  that  existed  anterior  to  the  Levitical  law.  And  the 
result  of  such  salvation  would  be  to  bring  them  the  blessing  of  Abra- 
ham,  which  is  justification  by  faith.  Is  this  consistent  with  Mr. 
Austin's  version  of  the  matter  ?  In  the  third  place,  the  Levitical 
law  was  typical  of  Christ,  and  hence  in  no  sense  a  curse.  If  it  was 
as  Mr.  Austin  says,  then  God  established  the  typical  representa* 
tion  of  Christ,  his  son,  as  a  curse,  and  then  sends  Christ  to  redeem 
men  from  that  curse !  How  does  this  look  ?  Moreover  this  law  is 
called  the  ^  shadow  of  good  things  to  come.'*  Is  that  a  curse  i 
The  only  sense  in  which  Christ  removed  the  Levitical  law,  was  in 
hringing  it  to  an  end.  When  he  came  there  was  no  further  neces- 
sity for  it,  because  it  was  all  fulfilled  in  him.  He  therefore  was 
the  end  of  the  law,  for  righteousness  to  every  one  who  helieveth. 
Moreover,  Mr.  Austin  says,  to  remain  under  this  law  was  a  curse, 
but  this  same  chapter  says,  **  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continaeth 
not  in  all  thin^  written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them.'*  On 
his  method  of  interpretation,  how  is  he  to  harmonize  with  St.  Paul  ? 
He  says,  to  continue  under  the  law  is  to  be  cursed ;  but  St  Paul 
says,  **  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth  not  in  all  things  writ- 
in  the  book  of  the  law,  to  do  them.**  I  think  this  is  sufficient  to 
show  that  his  version  of  the  matter  was  got  up  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment,  as  the  best  theory  that  could  be  presented  to  eouateiact 
a  fact,  in  itself  unanswerable. 

I  now  present  my  next  argwnent,  founded  on  the  scriptural  view 
of  pardon,  forgiveness,  and  remission.  These  words  are  of  rery 
frequent  occurrence  in  the  scriptures  as  expressive  of  benefits  con- 
ferred, or  favors  shown  to  those  who  repent  and  turn  from  their 
evil  ways.  With  respect  to  such  it  is  said,  they  shall  be  '*  abun- 
dantly pardoned,*'  **  be  forgiven,*'  '*  obtain  remission  of  sins,"  and 
00  on.  All  English  dictionaries  to  which  we  have  been  able  to 
gain  access,  agree  that  the  signification  of  these  terms,  is,  in  sub- 
stance, to  release  the  guilty  from  penalty,  from  the  obligatioB  to 
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sufier  the  legal  cooBeqnences  of  his  gailt»  and  t^eat  him,  fio  far 
as  pimishment  is  concerned,  as  though  he  were  innocent.  Web- 
ster, as  a  correct  exponent  of  the  views  of  others,  uses  these  terms 
to  define  each  other,  and  his  definition  substantially  is,  *'  release  of 
an  offence,  or  of  the  obligation  of  an  offender  to  suffer  a  penalty,  or 
to  bear  the  displeasure  of  an  offended  party.'*  If  these  words  do  not 
mean  this,  Mr.  Austin  can  tell  us  what  they  do  mean.  More- 
oTer,  this  definition  of  the  EInglish  words  is  sustained  by  the  Greek 
of  the  New  Testament.  The  words  translated  «*forgiveness,*'  "re- 
mission,** and  so  on,  being  defined  by  Greek  lexicographers  to  mean, 
release  of  a  captive,  remission  of  a  debt,  or  punishment.  These 
terms  thus  defined,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  understanding  our  Lord» 
when  he  says  "Father  forgive  them;**  or  the  Psalmist  when  he 
says,  "  Blessed  is  the  man  whose  transgression  is  forgiven,  whose 
sin  is  covered." 

The  scriptures  represent  that  in  pardoning,  forgiving,  or  remit- 
ting the  sins  of  the  8:uilty,  God  confers  on  them  a  great  benefit; 
hence  the  language  of  the  Psalmist  just  quoted.  But  in  what  pos- 
sible way  can  a  sinner  be  blessed  in  the  pardon  of  his  sins,  with- 
out being  released  from  the  just  and  deserved  consequences  of  his 
sins  ?  VVe  say  there  is  no  way.  Hence,  as  forgiveness,  pardon^ 
remission,  and  so  on,  are  gospel  favors,  it  follows  that  eospel  sal* 
vat  ion  embraces  deliverance  from  just  and  deserved  punimment. 

I  will  now  present  my  sixth  argument,  based  on  the  scriptural 
doctrine  of  justification  by  faith  in  Jesus  Christ.  **  Being  justified 
by  faith,"  savs  Paul,  **  we  have  peace  with  God,  through  our 
Lord  Jestts  Christ.  Romans  v.  13.  To  be  justified  is  to  be  acquit- 
ted from  guilt,  and  treated  as  though  we  were  innocent.  Hence 
the  Greek  word  Dikaio,  signifies  to  vindicate,  acquit,  defend,  to 
pronounce  righteous.  To  be  justified,  therefore,  is  to  be  declared 
righteous.  To  be  justified  by  faith  in  Christ  is  to  be  acquitted  from 
our  guilt,  and  declared  righteous  for  Chrisfs  sake,  and  on  account 
of  our  faith  in  him.  The  immediate  effect  of  this  justification,  is 
peace  with  God;  that  is  deliverance  from  the  punishment  with 
whieh  God  visits  the  sinner.  Therefore  the  justified  can  say  with 
truth,  '*  Oh  Lord,  I  will  praise  thee,  though  thou  wast  angry  with 
me,  thine  anger  is  turned  away,  and  thou  comforteth  me.**  The 
doctrine  set  up  by  my  friend  not  only  destroys  the  nature  of  justi- 
fication by  depriving  it  of  the  elements  of  salvation,  but  it  also 
makes  it  depend  on  the  law,  and  not  on  Christ  The  difference^ 
between  Universalism  and  the  Bible,  is  as  plain  as  the  light  of 
Heaven.  Universalism  makes  justification  the  result  of  being  pun- 
ished all  our  sins  deserve ;  the  Bible  makes  it  depend  on  our  faith 
in  Jesus  Christ.  The  Bible  says,  had  there  been  a  law  given  that 
could  have  given  life,  righteousness  should  have  been  by  the  law ; 
but  *'  if  righteousness  come  by  the  law,  then  Christ  is  dead  in  vain.** 
UnivecsaJism,  on  the  contrary,  so  far  v  justification  is  Concerned, 
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.  asaerts  that  Christ  is  dead  in  vain,  hy  affirming  that  there  'la  no  such 
thing  as  justification  from  guilt  and  punishment,  by  faith  in  Christy 
whereas  St.  Paul  says,  "justification  is  by  faith,  and  by  the  deeds 
of  the  law  no  flesh  shall  be  justified."    If  we  are  to  be  punished 
for  all  our  sins,  to  the  full  extent  of  our  deserts,  then  we  shall  get 
our  justification  as  the  result  of  our  punishment.    There  are  but 
two  methods  of  justification,  by  the  law,  and  by  Christ.    But  if  by 
the  law.  it  must  be  in  one  of  two  ways — either  by  keeping  the  law 
to  the  full  extent  of  its  demands,  or  by  suffering  the  penalty  of  the 
law  in  our  own  persons.    In  cither  case  justification  would  be  by 
the  law,  and  nof  by  Christ;  and  hence  in  direct  contradiction  of  thie 
Scriptures,  which  say,  "  by  the  deeds  of  the  law  no  flesh  shall  be 
justified."    And  further,  there  is  no  law  given,  that  can  ^ive  life 
either  by  obedience  to  its  demands,  or  by  the  suffering  of  its  pen- 
alties.   Hence,  the  passage  in  Acts  xiii.  39.,  *'And  by  him  all  that 
.  believe  are  justified  from  all  things,  from  which  ye  could  not  be 
justified  bv  the  law  of  Moses."    You  see  this  goes  directly  against 
the  idea  of  justification  hy  law.    This  argument  may  be  stated  thus : 
To  be  justified  is  to  be  accounted  righteous,  and  therefore  secured 
a^inst  condemnation  and  punishment.    And  this  justification  is  by 
faith  in  Christ,  and  hence  a  goispel  benefit.    Therefore,  gospel  sal- 
vation embraces  deliverance  fiom  just  and  deserved  punimment. 
•H.Inow  present  my  seventh  argument ^  founded  on  the  fact  that 
some  men  have  been  saved  from  punishment ;  and  we  shall  see 
whether  Mr.  Austin's  declaration  will  stand,  that  the  Bible  nowhere 
speaks  of  salvation  from  punishment.     The  question  is  not  whether 
the  sinner  is  ever  punished  in  this  life  or  in  a  future  life,  nor  in  re- 
gard to  the  duration  of  punishment ;  but  whether  there  is  any  way 
for  him  to  escape  from  the  punishment  he  deserves  on  account  of 
sin.    If  I  can  show  clear  examples  of  this,  recorded  in  the  scrip- 
tures, I  shall  have  sustained  the  afiirmative  of  this  proposition,  and 
consequently  refuted  the  dogmas  of  Universalism.  Now  for  the  proof 
— Ps.  ciii.  1 0,  *'  He  hath  not  dealt  with  us  after  our  sins,  nor  rewarded 
us  according  to  our  iniquities ;  for  as  the  Heaven  is  high  above 
the  £arth,  so  great  is  his  mercy  toward  them  that  fear  him."    Now 
it  is  the  uniform  language  of  scripture,  that  God  is  just  in  reward- 
ing the  sinner  according  to  his  iniquities,  and  in  punishing  him  ac- 
cordi/ig  to  his  sins.    But  this  passage  says  God  did  not  do  so,  there- 
fore he  saved  these  sinners  from  the  punishment  they  deserved.     1 . 
They  were  saved  from  oeskr  ved  punishment.    2.  They  were  saved 
by  the  exercise  of  mercy.    3.  On  condition  of  reformation — '*  they 
that  fear  hinL"    Job  xi.  6. :   **  Know  therefore,  that  God  exacteth 
of  thee  less  than  thy  iniquity  deserveth."    Sam.  iii.  22. :  **  It  is  of 
the* Lord's  mercies  that  we  are  not  consumed."    This  languafe 
clearly  implies  that  those  here  referred  to,  might  have  been  justly 
^nsumed,  and  that  they  deserved  to  have  been  consumed,  but  they 
were  saved  from  it  by  God's  mercy.    That  is,  they  were  saved  from 
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fmnukmmL  Ezm  ix.  la. :  "  After  all  that  is  come  vpoa 
OS  for  our  eril  deads,  and  great  treapasa,  seeing  that  thou  oar  God 
haat  vanished  ua  ieaa  than  our  taiquitiea  deserve,  and  haat  given  ua 
•Bch  deliverance  aa  this."  Hence  Ezra  expreasly  saya  they  wera 
puoiahed  Uss  than  they  deserved,  and  that  they  were  saved  from 
deserved  punishment  oy  a  signal  deliverance.  Nothing  can  be 
plainer  than  this.  To  these  testimonies  we  add  the  case  of  the 
Ninevites,  who,  upon  their  repentance,  were  saved  from  deserved 
and  tkrmiuned  piiiiishme&t.  Jonah  proclaimed,  **  Yet  forty  days 
and  Nisevah  shall  be  overthrown."  His  preaching  was  effectuaL 
The  King  and  people  humbled  themselves  and  related,  and  Nine- 
wah  waa  sot  overthrown  at  all  lor  the  sins  of  that  generation.  One 
luuidred  and  fifty  yeani  afterwards,  the  prophet  Nahum  was  eom* 
misstoaed  to  preach  to  them,  and  then  not  repenting,  they  were  d«- 
atroyed,  Tliese  passages  are  too  plain  to  need  further  comment. 
I  will  present  one  more,  which  will  overthrow  completely  Mr.  ^ 
AuBtin'a  position.  Psalms  Ixxviii.  88 :  '*  But  he,  being  full  of 
compaaaton,  forgave  their  iniquity »  and  destroyed  them  not ;  yea 
■nny  a  time  turaed  he  his  anger  away,  and  did  not  stir  up  all  his 
wrath."  We  have  said  that  these  passages  were  too  plain  to  need 
farther  comment;  too  decided  to  need  multiplication.  They  can- 
not be  aet  aside  except  upon  some  principle  that  would  uasettlethe 
meaning  of  all  language.  If  there  is  meaning  in  words,  and  tlla 
Eagliah  language  is  capable  of  a  deBnative  sense,  these  passages 
teach  that  Uod  delivers  from  deserved  fnmisknuntt  and  timt  some 
men  have  been  so  delivered.    '*  Being  full  of  compassion,"  he  **  for- 

Eve  their  iniquity  and  destroyed  them  not."  What  then  would 
,ve  been  the  result  if  be  had  not  forgiven  them  ?  Would  they  not 
have  been  destroyed  ?  Here  then  is  a  contrast  between  the  r^ults 
of  forgiveaess  and  compassion,  and  of  deserved  punishment  The 
one  is  salvation,  and  the  other  destruction  !  Take  the  case  of  the 
Ninevites,  who  were  threatened  to  be  overthrown  in  iorty  days; 
thai  threat  was  just  or  it  waa  not.  If  it  waa  not,  then  God  was  not 
honest  in  his  declaration,  **  Yet  forty  days  and  Ninevah  shall  ba 
overthrown.'*  Then  the  threatened  punishment  was  not  a  just  one , 
but  a  mere  bugbear  held  up  to  frighten  them.  If  it  was  just  and 
deaerved,  then  the  fact  that  they  were  saved  on  condition  of  repen- 
taace  and  reformation,  is  one  that  establishes  seUvaHom  from  juat 
mnd  deserved  puntMhment, 

I  wish  to  call  attention  to  those  passages  quoted  by  Mr.  Austin* 
lo  ahow  that  God  iniicta  punishq^ent  to  bring  men  to  repentanea. 
I  refer  you  to  Psahn  Ixxxix.  31—33. :  '*  If  they  break  my  atatulea 
and  keep  not  my  commandments,  then  will  I  visit  their  transgrea- 
gressioAs  with  the  rod,  and  their  iniquity  with  stripes.  Neverthe- 
ma,  my  loving  kindness  will  I  not  utterly  take  from  him^  nor  aul- 
lar  my  faitkfolnesa  to  fail."  I  understood  Mr.  Austin  to  sabslitate 
the  WQid  iksm  for  Aisi«  ia  the  above  pasaage^ftad  I  find  otfaam  who 
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understood  him  in  the  eame  way.  *'  NeTerthelees,  my  loTing  kind- 
ness will  I  not  take  from  him"  (Dayid,)-7the  word  them  is  not  in 
the  passage,  but  the  gentleman  takes  the  liberty  to  put  it  there,  be- 
cause wiSiottt  it,  the  text  prores  nothing  to  his  purpose. — \,TnM 
expired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  THIRD  REPLT.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — ^I  trust  my  friend  opposite,  even  if  I 
did  quote  the  passage  alluded  to,  in  the  manner  described,  will 
not  attribute  it  to  design.  Of  course,  I  hold  myself  responsible  to 
the  audience  and  the  public,  for  the  course  1  shall  pursue  in  this 
discussion.  It  would  be  very  unwise  in  me  to  attempt  to  mislead 
by  erroneous  quotations  of  scripture.  I  think  he  is  in  error,  in 
charring  me  with  a  misquotation.  Be  this  as  it  may,  whether  the 
word  ^  them'*  or  "  him"  is  used,  does  not,  I  am  confident,  change 
the  meaning  of  the  quotation  in  the  least.  The  evident  import  of 
this  passage  (Ps.  bcxzix.  31 — 33)  is,  that  from  those  on  whom  God 
inflicts  the  threatened  punishment,  he  will  not  utterly  take  away 
his  loving  kindness.  If  this  is  not  the  sentiment  conveyed,  pray 
what  can  it  be  ? 

The  second  argument  of  Elder  Holmes,  is  founded  on  the  pas- 
8afi;e  which  spesucs  of  the  name  or  title  of  Christ — **  Thou  snalt 
caJl  his  name  Jesus;  for  he  shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins.** 
(Matt.  i.  21.)  I  am  surprised  that  he  should  quote  that  passage  of 
Scripture  in  proof  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  **  Thou  shadt 
call  nis  name  Jesu^ — Why?  Because  **he  shall  save  his  people 
from"  the  punishment  dtte  **  their  sins  ?*'  Does  the  language  of  Xht 
angel  assert  this?  No:  it  asserts  nothing  of  the  kind.  Is  there 
not  a  marked  difference  between  sin  and  the  punishment  of  sin  ? 
Christ  came  to  save  men  from  sin,  and  not  from  punishment.  My 
friend  is  unfortunate  in  quoting  a  passage  in  support  of  his  posi- 
tion, which  furnishes  one  of  the  strongest  scripture  arguments 
against  it. 

Elder  Holmes  asserts,  that  according  to  Universalism,  Grod  has 
made  it  first  necessary  that  man  should  commit  sin,  and  then  pun- 
ishes them  because  they  do  sin.  Universalism  affirms  no  such 
thing.  And  no  inference  of  this  description  can  be  drawn  from  my 
positions.  It  is  not  my  assertion,  but  the  declaration  of  the  Bible, 
(Rom.  viii.  20,)  that  God  has  subjected  man  to  "  vanity,"  or  an  ex- 
posure to  temptation.  This  does  not  make  it  absolutely  necessary 
that  man  should  sin.  There  is  no  such  arbitrary  necessity  resting 
on  him.  While  exposed  to  temptation,  power  has  been  given  him 
to  resist  it.  Moreover,  he  possesses  abundant  ability  to  do  right. 
It  is  at  his  own  option  to  pursue  either  good  or  evil.  If  while  in 
possession  of  ability  to  resist  temptation,  he  voluntarily  gives  way 
to  it,  and  falls  into  oin,  he  is  justly  deserving  of  punishment.    And 
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be  netd*  it,  that  hfe  may  be  ealightened  into  a  wiaer  exercise  of  his 
powers,  in  order  to  be  happy.  In  this  need,  we  see  the  reason  of 
the  eerUunty  of  punishment. 

My  brother  opposite,  says  that  as  according  to  the  Universalist 
aotioa  of  paai»hment,  it  is  designed  for  the  good  of  those  on  whom 
it  is  inflicted,  then  whoever  receive  the  most  of  it,  must  have  the 
nost  ^ood.  I  will  not  call  this  absurd,  for  that  perhaps  would  be 
iapolite ;  but  I  must  say  it  is  exceedingly  weak.  It  might  with 
the  same  propriety  be  said,  that  because  medicine  is  designed  for 
the  good  of  the  patient,  to  save  him  from  sickness,  therefore  those 
who  have  the  most  sickness,  and  take  the  most  medicine,  enjoy  the 
greatest  amount  of  good  among  men.    Here  is  wisdom ! 

The  £lder  attempts,  (and  no  doubt  will  repeat  it  during  this  dis- 
CQssion,)  to  make  a  distinction  between  the  punishment  of  sinners, 
so  called,  and  that  inflicted  on  the  righteous.  He  insists  that  God 
punishes  the  righteous  for  a  different  purpose  from  that  which  in- 
fluences him  in  punishing  the  wicked !  A  most  remarkable  dis- 
tinction !  The  punishment  of  the  righteous  !  !  A  righteous  sin- 
HEa  ! ! !  Pray,  what  kind  of  a  sinner  is  that  ?  If  an  individual 
sins  wilfully  against  God,  and  incurs  his  just  punishments,  I  take 
it  for  granted,  no  one  will  pretend  he  is  a  righteous  man.  Indeed, 
one  who  has  had  the  light  of  truth  granted  him,  and  yet  sins  against 
that  light,  is  deserving  of  more  punishment,  than  the  ijrnorant,  un- 
enlightened sinner.  And  this  will  be  the  only  distinction  made  by 
God,  in  respect  to  their  punishment,  if  justice,  integrity  and  equity 
exist  in  his  government.  The  argument  of  my  brother  is  that  God 
wilt  punish  nis  children  on  diflerent  principles — some  for  their  owa 
benefit — some  for  the  good  of  others,  by  way  of  example.  This 
would  be  like  a  parent  who  should  whip  one  disobedient  child  for 
his  good — ^to  restore  him  to  obedience  and  virtue — but  another  for 
no  such  benevolent  purpose,  but  in  such  a  manner  as  shall  confirm 
him  in  wickedness — tormenting  him  perpetually  sis  an  example  for 
the  rest  of  the  family ! !  Does  not  the  good  sense  of  all  intelligent 
men  teach  them  that  no  such  distinction  can  exist  in  the  perfect 
government  of  the  Universal  Father  ? 

The  simple  fact  that  Christ  came  to  *'  save**  men,  is  no  proof  of 
the  affirmative  of  this  question.  I  sincerely  believe  he  came  to 
"save^  the  world.  But  from  what?  In  other  words.  What  is 
'*  Gospel  Salvation  ?*  If  it  is  a  salvation  from  punishment,  then 
Christ  came  to  save  men  from  *<just  and  deserved  punishment.'* 
But  I  insist,  this  is  not  Bible  doctrine.  In  no  place  do  the  scrip-' 
tares  assert  that  salvation  is  from  punishment,  much  less  from  "just 
and  deserved  punishment."  We  must  leave  Grod's  word  and  turn  to 
the  creeds  of  men  to  find  any  sentiment  of  this  description.  What, 
then,  is  Gospel  Salvation?  It  is  a  salvation  from  SIN.  Or  the 
same  truth  may  be  expressed  in  another  form.  It  is  salvation  from 
that  state  wherein  men  are  exposed  to  sin,  and  those  unhappy  con- 
sequences which  inevitably  flow  from  its  commission. 
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In  proof  that  gospel  Milvatkm  is  from  myi,  and  not  punisluBoaf ,  I 
will  quote  a  few  passages  of  scripture.  The  first  stiall  be  the  same 
words  on  which  mvbrother  opposite  based  his  second  aigumeat  ia 
the  afl&rmative-— ** Thoa  sfaAlt  call  his  name  Jesus;  for  he^hall 
save  his  people  from  their  sins."  To  say  this  teaches  salvation 
irom  pwiiakmerU,  is  to  make  the  angel  utter  words  without  mean* 
iag.  There  is  a  wide  distinction  between  the  act  of  stealings  and 
the  infliction  of  the  punishment  which  our  laws  decree  for  thai 
crime.  So  a  declaration  that  men  shall  be  saved  from  sinf  cannot 
ba  uiuierstood  as  asserting,  or  implying,  that  the  guilty  shall  be 
saved  from  just  and  deserved  punishment  Again — *'  Behold  tho 
Lamb  of  God,  which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world."-^John  i. 
29.)  Marie,  the  sin^of  the  world — not  the  punisliment  due  that  sin. 
I>o  not  believe,  do  not  flatter  yourselves,  my  audience,  that  Jesua 
came  to  save  you  from  the  pumshment  of  your  sins  1  Again — **  Ye 
are  the  children  of  the  prophets,  and  of  the  Covenant  which  God 
made  with  our  fathers,  aayios  unto  Abraham,  And  in  thy  seed  shall 
all  the  kindreds  of  the  earth  he  blessed.  Unto  you  first,  God,  hav- 
ing raised  up  his  son  Jesus,  sent  him  to  bless  you,  in  turning  away 
every  one  of  yon  from  his  iniqtuties.** -^ {Acts  lii  25,  26.)  Accor  • 
ding  to  this  declaration  of  St.  Peter,  the  blessing  to  be  wrought 
through  Christ,  is  not  salvation  from  just  and  deserved  punishment, 
but  from  iniquity— or  from  that  condition  of  mind  and  heart,  in 
which  men  fall  into  iniquity. 

Salvation  is  a  work  effected  in  the  hearts  of  men  through  the  in* 
struction  which  Christ  gives  the  world  in  his  gospel,  by  which  he 
Uads  them  Irom  darkness  to  light — from  the  darkness  of  enor  and 
sin,  into  the  light  of  truth  and  righteousness.  It  is  saving  from  a 
siiijful  state  of  the  affections,  and  not  from  the  consequences  of  past 
wickedness.  To  save  man  from  ignorance  is  not  to  save  him  from 
the  effects  of  past  ignorance,  but  to  instruct  and  enlighten  him.  In 
like  manner  to  save  from  sin,  is  not  to  rescue  from  the  consequences 
or  punishments  of  past  sins,  but  to  enlighten  and  purify  the  affec- 
tions, to  make  men  hate  wrong,  and  love  piety  and  righteousness. 
Let  me  read  another  passage  or  two,  in  illustration.  **  Have  mer- 
cy upon  me,  O  Grod,  according  to  thy  loving  kindness:  according 
unto  thy  tender  mercies,  blot  out  my  transgressions,  wash  me  thor- 
oughly from  mine  iniquity,  and  cleanse  me  from  my  sin.  For  I 
acknowledge  my  transgressions,  and  my  sin  is  ever  before  me." 
(Ps.  li.  1-3.)  That  was  a  prayer  for  true  Gospel  Salvation.  Not 
'*  blot  out**  my  punishment,  but  my  transgressions  I  .Not  save  me 
from  just  and  deserved  chastisement,  but  **wash  me  thoroughly 
from  iniquity,  and  cleanse  me  from  sin."  Again — '<  Ye  know  that 
he  was  manifested  to  take  away  ovLTsins.*' — (1  John  iii.  5.)  Yet  my 
friend  insists  it  was  to  take  away  the  just  and  deserved  punishment 
due  sinners,  that  Christ  was  manifested.  In  this  posiuon  he  is  at 
variance  with  the  whole  testimoay  of  the  Bible.  Take  anoth^ 
passage— <«  Who  gave  himself  for  our  sins,  that  he  might  deliver 
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«9  hom^ — wlisf  ?  BMer  Holmes  says,  from  just  and  deaenred  poo « 
kkoieiit ;  but  what  does  the.  Bible  aa^  ? — '*  from  this  present  evil 
world  !**-«<6aL  i.  4.) — Or»  from  the  tnckednesM  of  this  present  twil 
raieratioD.  In  oar  Lord's  pnyer  we  are  directed  to  pray  for  what  ? 
That  Crod  wouki  deliver  as  from  pumshment  7  No :  bat--*"  deliTsr 
OS  Iron  tfpt/»"  or  nn.. 

I  will  now  attend  to  my  friend's  t4t><£argaroent,  predicated  on  the 
mffermgs  oi  Christ.  His  position  is  that  Christ's  suiSerin^  were 
in  Me  plau^  in  the  stead,  oi  dinners  He  attempted  a  brief  criticism, 
oa  the  origtnal  langnage,  ra  which  I  wi»h  he  had  ventured  a  little 
farther.  The  New  Testament  asserts  that  Christ  *^died  for  us." 
(Boai.  T.  8.)  '•  He  died  for  all."— (^  Cor.  v.  15.)  "  He  tasted 
death /or  every  man." — (Heb.  ii.  9.)  He  *'gave  himself  a  ransom 
f&r  all."— (1 11m.  ii.  6.)  He  "  died /or  the  ungodly."— -(Rom.  v.  6.) 
fie  was  '*made  a  carse  for  us,"  &e. — (Gal.  iii.  13.)  My  friend 
■ays  that  the  word  "for**  in  these  quotations,  is  from  the  Greek 
words  *'  anU^  and  "uper/*  and  that  the  meaning  is  <*  f'a  tfu  place  oi 
man."  I  maintain  that  *'  for"  in  these  passages  has  not  that  siffnifi- 
cation.  As  for  the  Greek  word  *' anti^*  it  does  not  occur  at  all.  in 
either  passage  above  quoted.  I  can  find  no  place  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament>  where  it  has  the  signification  of  "  in  the  place  of,"  or  **  in 
stead  of,"  in  reference  to  the  sufferings  of  Christ.  There  are  in* 
stances  where  it  signifies  **  in  the  place  of" — as  the  following : — 
*'  Bat  when  he  heard  that  Archelaus  did  reirn  in  Judea,  in  the  room 
[anti]  oi  his  father  Herod,"  &c  — (Matt.  li.  22.)  Here  the  word 
anti  is  correctly  translated  "in  the  room.'*  But  let  a  place  be 
shown  in  the  New  Testament  where  that  word  possesses  any  such 
ifteaniog,  in  reference  to  the  sufferings  or  death  of  Christ. 

What  is  the  general  ase  of  the  word  "anti"  in  the  New  Testa- 
meat  ?  It  occurs  in  such  sentences  as  this — "  Ye  have  heard  that 
it  hath  been  said,  An  eye  for  [anti]  an  eye,  and  a  tooth  for  [atUi] 
a  tooth."-^Matt  v.  88.)    Here  anti  is  used  in  it:^  general  and  pro- 

Eer  sense,  not  in  reference  to  things  that  take  the  place  of  each  other ; 
at  things  that  are  set  oppoiite.  In  David's  exclamation,  **  would  to 
God  *I  had  died  for  thee,"  in  reference  to  Absalom,  no  doubt  he 
Meant  in  the  etead  of  Absalom.  Yet  he  did  not  express  a  desire  ta 
save  Absalom  from  jost  and  deserved  punishment  for  his  rebellion. 
It  was  simply  a  common  expression,  indicative  of  great  grief  for 
the  loss  of  a  beloved  friend  or  relative. 

In  the  jpsBi^n  quoted  by  £lder  Holmes  in  support  of  his  view 
ol  the  soieriags  oi  Christ,  ^'  for"  is  translated  from  the  Greek  word 
**  uper.**  It  is  a  preposition,  to  which  Robinson's  Lexicon  gives 
some  ten  different  meanings.  It  is  sii^lar  that  my  brother  oppo- 
■le  ahoald  take  ^me  of  these  meaninfp,  and  osMime,  (for  he  has  at- 
tempted ao  proof,)  Uiat  it  has  that  signification  in  aU  those  places 
viMra  H  vefm  to  ^  ^a^^riacs  of  the  Kedeemer.  It  is  true  **  uper** 
^aipifiea  •<  ia  ^e  place  of,"  as  in  St.  Paul's  exhortation — 
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•*  We  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead  [uper]  be  ye  reconciled  to  God." 
(2  Cor.  V.  20.)  Also  in  the  following — "  Whom  I  would  have  re- 
tained with  me,  that  in  thy  stead  iuper'\  he  might  have  ministered 
unto  me." — (Phil.  13.)  But  I  deny  that  **uper"  has  this  sense, 
when  referring  to  Christ's  sufferings  and  death  for  the  world.  Ro- 
binson  himself,  while  he  says  that  some  Lexicographers  give  those 
passages  where  '*  uper"  occurs  in  connection  with  the  sufferings  of 
the  Son  of  Grod,  the  sense  of  <*  in  the  place  of,"  yet  he  places  them 
under  the  signification  of  **  in  behalf  of."  For  instance — '*  Christ 
died  for  the  ungodly" — '*  Christ  died  for  us.'*  In  these  instances 
Robinson  gives  *<  uper"  the  signification  of  '*  in  behalf  of." 

But  in  examining  the  meaning  of  disput«^d  words,  the  most  satis- 
factory and  convincing  method  is  to  refer  to  their  scripture  usage. 
I  will  eive  some  examples  where  the  word  •*  uper"  occurs  in  flie 
New  Testament.  By  ascertaining,  in  this  manner,  its  meaning 
when  applied  to  others — to  the  Apostles,  and  even  to  God — we 
are  prepared  to  learn  its  signification  when  used  in  reference  to 
Jesus  and  his  sufferings.  **  Pray  for  [uper]  them  which  despite- 
fully  use  you." — (Matt.  v.  44.)  Does  praying /or  men,  signify 
praying  in  their  stead  7  Clearly  not,  but  in  their  hehaify  for  their 
benefit !  Again — **  What  shall  we  then  say  to  these  things  ?  If 
God  be  for  [uper'\  us,  who  can  be  against  us." — (Rom.  viii.  31.) 
'*And  Jesus  said  unto  him,  forbid  him  not;  for  he  that  is  not 
against  us,  is  for  [uperl  us." — (Luke  ix.  50.)  *•  Whereof  I,  Paul, 
am  made  a  minister ;  who  now  rejoice  in  my  sufferings  for  {uper'\ 
you, and  fill  up  that  which  is  behind  of  the  afilictions  of  Christ,  in 
my  flesh,  for  [tiper^  his  body's  sake,  which  is  the  Church. — (Col.  i. 
23, 24.)  **  And  whether  we  be  afflicted,  it  is  for  [uper]  your  con- 
solation and  salvation,  which  is  effectual  in  the  enduring  of  the 
same  sufferings  which  we  also  suffer;  or  whether  we  be  comforted, 
it  is  for  {uper'\  your  consolation  and  salvation." — (2  Cor.  i.  6.) 
*•  For  unto  you  it  is  given,  in  the  behalf  [uptr^  of  Christ,  not  only 
to  believe  on  him,  but  also  to  suffer  for  [upir"]  his  sake." — (Phillip, 
i.  29.)  «« Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  o^  God,  [or  of  Christ]  because 
he  laid  down  his  life  for  iuperl  us :  and  we  ought  to  lay  down  our 
lives  for  [nper"]  the  brethren." — (1  John  iii.  16.)  These  passages 
should  decide  the  question.  In  the  last  quotation,  uper  is  used  in 
both  cases.  Now,  if  it  means  in  the  place  of  where  it  refers 
to  Christ,  it  means  the  same  where  it  refers  to  the  brethren.  Can 
we  suppose  that  the  Apostle  John  would  use  the  word  in  the  sig- 
nification of  in  the  place  of,  when  it  refers  to  Christ,  and  then  go  on 
and  use  it  as  in  behalf  of  in  the  other  case.  He  makes  use  of  the 
word  uper  in  both  cases  in  the  same  sense. 

Many  other  passages  where  **uper**  occurs  in  like  sense,  might 
be  quoted.  How  is  it  to  be  understood  in  these  instances? 
If  we  give  it  the  meting  <*  in  the  place  of,"  it  will  make  utter  nau' 
MfMf  of  the  language  of  divine  writers.    Try  it !    Bat  understand 
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it  as  n^Dilyiiig  ^for  the  benefit,*'  or  "in  b^alf,**  aa  it  is  rendered  in 
Phillip,  i.  29,  and  the  language  is  sensible  and  beautiful !  The  last 
passage  quoted,  (1  John  iii.  16,)  is  singularly  instructiTe  in  regard 
to  the  word  under  consideration.  There  **  uper"  occurs  twice.  It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  Apostle  used  it  in  the  same  eense,  in  both 
iBstanees.  If  in  the  first  case,  where  **  uper*'  is  applied  to  Christ, 
it  siraifies,  he  died  in  the  pletce  of  sinners,  to  satisfy  the  divine  law 
tA  tkeir  stead,  then  it  has  the  same  sense  in  reference  to  the  Apos- 
tles and  christian  professors,  and  teaches  that  they  should  die  in 
each  other's  stead,  and  for  the  satisfaction  of  any  claim  which  rio- 
lat«l  law  may  hare  upon  their  brethren.  But  if  *<  uper"  when  used 
in  reference  to  the  followers  of  Christ,  means  that  they  should  die 
in  behalf  of  one  another,  and  for  each  other's  benefit,  then  it  has  a 
similar  signification  in  reference  to  Christ's  death  for  man.  To 
suppose  St.  John  would,  in  a  single  sentence,  give  to  precisely  the 
same  word,  two  meanings,  the  one  vastly  different  from  the  other, 
without  any  intimation  to  the  reader,  would  be  charging  him  with 
a  stupidity  and  blindness  in  the  highest  deme  dero^tory  to  his 
good  sense.  He  undoubtedly  understood  the  death  of  Christ  for  man 
to  be  of  the  same  nature,  and  for  the  same  purpose,  as  the  death  of 
his  brethren  for  each  other. 

The  examples  I  have  given  of  the  meaning  of  **  uper,"  both  from 
Lexicons,  and  the  scripture  usage  of  the  word,  justify  me  in  the  as- 
sertion, that  when  it  occurs  in  reference  to  the  sutferings  and  death 
of  the  Redeemer,  it  in  no  sense  proves  them  to  be  vicarious,  or  in 
the  place  of  the  guilty.  The  whole  weight  of  evidence  is  on  the 
other  side,  proving  that  Christ  suffered  and  died  in  behalf  and  for 
the  benefit  of  a  world  of  sinners.  Hence  the  arguments  which  my 
opponent  builds  on  those  passages  where  "  uper"  occurs,  fall  pros- 
trate and  helpless  to  the  ground. — {Titne  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  FOURTH  SFKECH.] 

Not  anticipating  so  lengthy  and  worthy  a  criticism  on  the  Greek 
piepoeitions  anti  and  uper,  I  shall  not  be  able  perhaps  to  make 
as  many  remarks  on  this  point  now,  as  at  some  future  time  when  I 
shall  be  able  to  look  up  authorities.  But  as  has  been  the  case 
heretofore,  so  in  the  present  instance,  Mr.  Austin's  arguments  are 
based  mainly  on  assumption.  He  assumes  that  the  use  I  made  of 
these  terms  excluded  tne  meaning  he  has  given  to  them.  I  have 
never  denied  that  uper  is  used  in  the  signification  for  which  he  has 
contended.  I  have  only  said  that  when  applied  to  Christ  it  is  used 
in  the  sense  of  one  dying  to  save  the  life  of  another.  I  have  ar- 
gued for  no  other  application  of  the  term,  than  to  Christ's  death, 
as  endured  for  sinners.  To  illustrate  my  views  I  will  read  yon 
from.  Bom.  r.  7-8.    **For scarcely  for  a  righteous  man  will  one  die : 


r 
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yet  peradfrentore  for  a  good  omui  robm  wovld  evai  dare  tadia.  Bat 
God  commeadeth  bis  love  towards  us,  in  that  while  we  were  yet 
sinners,  Christ  died  for  us."  We  have  the  testimony  of  all  ooid* 
raentators,  except  those  who  support  Mr.  Austin's  views,  that  St. 
Paul,  intioduces  this  case  to  illustrate  the  sense  in  which  Chriat 
died  for  sinners.  I  have  also  the  testimony  of  Thohuck,  a  disCia* 
guished  German  Divine,  who  has  given  the  world  a  BKwt  learned 
and  critical  comment  on  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans :  in  which  ha 
says  uper  is  used  ''synonymously*  with  anti  whan  applied  to  the 
death  of  Christ." 

When  I  sat  down  last,  I  was  remarking  upon  passages  Mr.  Aos* 
tin  had  quoted  to  sustain  his  view  of  punishment,  and  I  alluded  lo 
the  80th  Psalm  31-32.  I  do  not  intend  to  charge  him  with  mis* 
quoting  the  passage  purposely,  of  course,  if  he  says  he  had  no  such 
intention,  [  am  ttound  by  all  rules  of  discussion,  and  considerationa 
of  respect  to  regard  it  as  a  mere  mistake.  That  is,  however  the 
sense  in  which  I  understood  him,  and  others  understood  him  in  the 
same  way.  Perhaps  I  should  not  have  alluded  to  it  at  all,  if  it 
had  not  been  thus  quoted  in  the  '*  exposition  of  Universaliam**  by 
Mr.  I.  D.  Williamson,  in  which  be  preaches  a  sermon  on  that  very 
text,  and  reads  it  in  that  way  in  the  text  itself.  I  allude  to  it,  be* 
cause  the  correction  of  that  word  certainly  vitiates  the  whole  argu- 
ment built  upon  that  passage.  Any  one  who  will  read  the  Psum 
through,  will  see  that  the  author  is  speaking  of  the  family  aad 
throne  of  David,  and  promises  that  even  though  the  children  do 
transgress  aiid  incur  divine  punishment;  yet  his  loving  kindness 
**  he  will  not  utterly  take  from  Aim,"  that  is  from  David.  You  can 
see  the  dif&^rence  at  once.  Mr.  Austin  quoted  a  number  of  pas- 
sages to  prove  that  Christ  came  to  save  us  from  sin,  and  also  that  ha 
came  to  save  us  from  the  evU  of  this  present  world,  that  he  came 
to  take  away  our  sins,  &c.  I  never  disputed  this,  I  believe  as  firm- 
ly as  [  ever  believed  any  thin^,  that  all  this  will  result  from  Chnst*s 
death  to  those  who  believe  in  him.  6u^  that  does  not  vitiate  my 
aigument  in  the  least.  To  make  this  good,  Mr.  Austin  ought  to  have 
gone  on  and  shown  an  inconsistency  between  being  saved  from  sin 
and  saved  from  punishment.  He  ought  also  to  show  how  a  man 
can  be  saved  from  sin  and  not  saved  from  the  punishment  of  ain. 
Unless  he  does  this  his  argument  is  not  worth  a  straw.  I  say 
there  is  no  consistent  sense  in  which  a  man  can  be  saved  from 
sin  without  being  saved  from  its  punishment :  and  moreover,  ha 
has  not  given  you  the  phraseology  correctly.  He  says  "He  shall 
save  his  people  from  the  commisiion  of  sin."  It  is  one  thing 
to  be  saved  mm  sin  hereafter,  another  to  be  saved  from  sins 
alroauiy  committed.  True  Christ  came  to  turn  away  from  ini- 
quity, but  also  to  save  his  people  from  tkeir  sins.  That  is  the 
point  alluded  to  in  my  aiguflsent,  and  in  no  way  can  he  save  his 
people  from  th$ir  aias»  without  involving  salvation  from  punish- 
ment 
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T  will  now  attend  to  the  passa^  aooted  from  Hebrews.    He  has 
attempted  to  show  that  there  is  oo  differance,  between  the  punish- 
meat  of  the  sinDer  and  the  chastening  of  the  people  of  God  or  that 
if  there  is  any,  those  denominated  the  people  of  God  are  the  most 
g^oilty  and  deserve  the  most  punishment.    Vv  ell,  if  they  become  sin- 
ners, they  are  no  longer  the  people  of  God,  and  hence  no  longer 
proper  subjects  for  chastisement  but  Hither  of  punishment.     By 
chastisement  of  the  people  of  God,  is  not  meant  positive  punish- 
ment for  actual  sins  committed,  but  a  course  of  discipline  in  which 
God  corrects  their  judgments  and  strengthens  their  graces.     Let  it  be 
rememberd  that  this  world  is  a  state  ofprobation,  a  course  of  disci- 
pline and  trial,  and  though  the  visitations  of  God  upon  impenitent 
sinners,  are  the  incipient  state  of  that  future  and  final  retribution 
which  awaits  the  ungodly,  yet  to  the  christian,  the  man  whose 
purpose  it  is  to  love  and  serve  God,  the  providential  dealings -of 
heaven  are  not  properly  punishments,  but  a  course  of  discij)line  by 
which  God  tries  his  people  as  he  did  Ahram,  strengthens  their  faith, 
perfects  their  graces,  and  matures  their  christian  character.    And 
this  passage  in  Hebrews,  12th  chapter,  is  directly  confirmatory  of 
this  view  of  the  subject :  **  For  whom  the  Lord  loveth  he  chasten- 
eth,  and  scourgeth  every  son  whom  he  receiveih."    The  plain  im- 
plication is  tliat  there  were  some  who  were  not  received  as  sons. 
The  passage  goes  on,  *'  If  ye  endure  chastening  God  dealeth  with 
yon  as  witn  sons ;  for  what  son  is  he  whom  the  father  chasteneth 
not.     But  if  ye  be  without  chastisement,  whereof  all  are  partakers, 
then  ye  are  bHulards  and  not  sons,"    A  little  further  on,  he  exhorts 
them  to  take  heed  lest  there  be  any  among  them  who  like  Esau, 
for  a  morsel  of  meat,  should  sell  their  birthright.    That  is,  the  lib- 
erty wherein  Christ  had  made  them  free,  was  their  birthright,  the 
source  of  their  titles  and  privileges,  as  children  of  God.    This  does 
not  support  Mr.  Austin's  views  of  punishment — not  at  all.     My 
friend  also  says  that  Universalism  does  not  impose  on  men  the  ne- 
cessity of  sinning.     Perhaps  Universalism  has  made  new  discov- 
eries recently,  but  I  will  read  from  a  living  author.    Mr.  Ballon  on 
atonement,  page  31,  says:  ** natural  evil  is  the  necessary  result  of 
the  physical  organization  and  constitution  of  animal  nature."    Page 
32d,  he  tells  us,  that  "moral  evil  or  sin  owes  its  origin  to  natural 
evil."    Page  64,  he  adds — '*  man  is  dependent  in  all  his  volitions, 
and  moves  by  necessity."    This  is  corroborated  by  Mr.  Rogers,  in 
"Pro and  Con  of  Universalism,"  page  290,  where  be  says  '*  the  no- 
tion of  free  will  is  a  chimera."    Mr.  Ballon  is  therefore  consistent 
with  himself,  and  with  Universalism,  when  he  remarks,  page  104. 
•«  the  Almighty  had  no  occasion  to  dislike  Adam  after  the  trans- 
gression, any  more  than  he  had  even  before  he  made  him."    The 
plain  import  of  ail  this  is,  that  God  made  man  with  an  imperfect  con- 
stitution, and  thus  purposely  subjected  him  to  the  necessity  of  sin- 
nl^L,    It  la  yain  to  attempt  a  denial  of  this  conclusion ;  it  is  una* 
Tomble. 
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The  passage  quoted  by  Mr.  Austin  from  51st  Psalm,  elaims  a 
passing  remark.  It  is  as  follows :  **  Have  mercy  upon  me  O  God, 
according  to  thy  loving  kindness ;  according  unto  the  multitude  of 
thy  tender  mercies,  blot  out  my  transgressions."  Let  Mr.  Austin 
tell  me  if  he  can,  how  a  man  can  have  his  sins  blotted  out,  and  yet  not 
be  saved  from  the  consequences  of  those  sins.  The  tender  mercy 
of  Grod  has  been  brought  into  the  question,  Now  what  is  mercy  ? 
It  is  a  term  that  relates  only  to  those  who  are  guilty,  and  who  stand 
in  need  of  favor  which  they  do  not  deserve.  And  its  proper  appli- 
cation is  only  in  cases  where  individuals  are  treated  with  favor, 
though  deserving  punishment.  The  very  passage  quoted  is  a  refu- 
tation of  Mr.  Austin's  views  on  that  point.  The  position  assumed 
by  him  is  that  God  punishes  man  nrst  according  to  his  deserts. 
Hence  there  is  no  mercy  ta  be  exercised  towards  him,  in  any  ap- 
plication of  the  term.  " 

With  these  remarks,  I  proceed  to  present  ray  eighth  argument, 
founded  on  those  passages  that  clearly  imply  salvation  from  pun- 
ishment. Luke  xiil.  7-9.  Theparableof  the  barren  fig  treej  Ttkitf 
represents  moral  beings  who  deserve  to  be  punished  for  past  delin- 
quency. The  proposition  to  Spare  the  tree  another  year  as  a  trial, 
clearly  implies  that  if  it  bore  fruit,  it  should  then  be  spared  the  pun- 
ishment already  deserved  on  account  of  past  barrenness,  if  it 
should  not  bear  fruit  then,  that  punishment  should  be  inflicted. 
The  tree  deserved  to  be  cut  down  or  it  did  not.  If  it  did  not,  then 
Ood  threatened  unjust  punishment ;  but  if  it  did,  then  the  proposi- 
tion to  spare  the  tree  is  a  proposition  to  spare  from  deserved  pun- 
ishment. £2ekiet  xviii.  21.:  <*Butif  the  wicked  will  turn  from 
his  sins  that  he  hath  committed,  and  keep  all  my  statutes,  and  do 
that  which  is  lawful  and  right,  he  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not 
die.  All  his  transgressions  that  he  hath  committed  shall  not  be 
mentioned  unto  him."  In  Ezekiel  xxxiii.  14 — 1 6,  we  have  the  same 
truth  in  nearly  the  same  language.  Jeremiah  xviii.  7 — 8. :  '*  At 
what  instant  I  shall  speak,  concerning  a  nation,  and  concerning  a 
kingdom,  to  pluck  up  and  pull  down,  and  to  destroy  it.  If  that 
nation  against  whom  I  have  pronounced  turn  from  their  evil,  I  will 
repent  of  the  evil  that  I  thought  to  do  unto  them.**  Here  God  pro- 
mises that  when  he  threatens  punishment  against  a  nation  for  its  sin, 
if  they  repent  of  that  sin  he  will  not  inflict  the  punishment.  We 
have  already  seen  an  illustration  of  this  passage  in  the  case  of  the 
Ninevites.  They  were  threatened  with  punishment,  just  and  de- 
served, and  it  would  have  been  inflicted  had  they  not  repented. 
But  repenting  at  the  preaching  of  Jonah,  God  did  not  inflict  the  pun- 
ishment threatened,  and  hence  they  were  saved  from  just  and  de- 
served  punishment.  *'  He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  but  he  that 
believeth  not  shall  be  damned.'*  It  is  said  in  another  place  he  that 
believeth  not  is  condemned  already.  It  therefore  follows  that  he 
(hat  believes  is  free  from  condemnation.  Thence  he  must  be  saved 
from  punishment    Micah  vii.  18. :  '*  Who  is  a  God  like  unto  thee. 
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llHt  fof^Tetk  inkioity,  and  paflsetb  hf  tin  tnnttrMflimi  of  the 
reonant  of  Ids  heritage."  And  now  we  aek  the  caodtd,  what  mean- 
ing, other  than  that  for  which  we  contend  can  be  attributed  to  this 
laagaage?  God  is  said  to  pass  by  the  iniquity  of  his  people. 
How  f  By  pardoning  them ;  that  is  saving  from  just  and  deserved 
pamshment.  2  Kings  xxir.  4. :  '<  Manassah  filled  Jerusalem  with 
innocent  blood,  which  the  Lord  would  not  pardon."  What  would 
have  been  the  effect  of  a  pardon  here  f  We  see  it  in  the  conse- 
quences of  a  refusal  to  paraon.  God  would  not  patdon  Manassah, 
and  the  effect  was  the  destruction  of  Judah.  Hence,  if  he  had  par- 
doned him,  Judah  would  liave  been  saved  from  this  destruction. 
Thus  the  tfkct  of  a  uardon  is  to  save  from  just  punishment.  I 
would  like  to  know  if  it  can  be  explained,  how  panion  can  be  ex- 
ercised at  ail,  if  it  does  not  save  from  punishmeut  ?  And  when  the 
gentleman  has  made  oat  a  clear  case  of  pardon  without  removing 
punishment,  I  would  thank  him  to  reconcile  it  with  the  account 

E'ven  in  Luke  vii.  41 — 50.  There  was  a  certain  creditor  which 
id  two  debtors ;  the  one  owed  five  hundred  pence,  the  other  fifty. 
And  when  they  had  nothing  to  pay,  he  frankly  forgave  them  both. 
Teil  me  therefore,  which  of  them  will  love  him  most  ?  Simon  an- 
swered and  said,  I  suppose  that  he  to  whom  be  forgave  most. 
And  he  said  unto  him,  tnon  hast  rigbtlj  judged.  Our  Lord  then 
refers  to  the  woman  who  had  wash^  his  feet  with  tears  and  Wiped 
them  with  the  hair  of  her  head,  and  assures  Simon  that  **  her  sins 
which  were  many  are  all  forgiven.*'  Then  says  he  to  the  woman, 
verse  50,  "  Thy  faith  hath  saved  thee,  go  in  peace."  On  this  case 
we  renmrk, 

1.  The  debtors  had  incurred  a  just  obligation,  but  had  nothing 
witli  which  to  discharge  it. 

t.  In  view  of  their  poverty,  and  consequent  inability  to  pay,  the 
creditor  frankly  forgave  tkem  both. 

3.  This  act  of  forgiveness  released  them  from  all  die  consequen- 
ces of  their  indebtedness. 

4.  Our  Lord  employs  this  accoouf  of  the  creditor  and  debtors,  to 
Qlastrate  that  act  of  forgiveness,  then  and  there  performed  in  be- 
half of  the  woman.  Hence,  as  the  creditor  did  grant  a  bona  fide 
release  to  the  debtors  from  the  consequences  of  their  indebtedness, 
no  Christ,  in  pardoning  the  woman,  released  her  from  the  penal 
eoneeqaences  of  sin  ;  that  is,  from  just  and  deserved  punishment. 

If  there  be  any  truth  or  force  in  the  illustration,  as  applicable  to 
the  case  of  the  woman,  it  proves  her  released  from  the  punishment 
Reserved  on  account  of  sin.  Acts  iii.  19. :  **  Repent  and  be  con- 
verted, that  your  sins  may  be  blotted  out,  when  the  times  of  re- 
freshing shall  come  from  toe  presence  of  the  Lord."  The  Greek 
word  tranalated  biatted  out,  is  to  expunge,  annul,  obliterate.  See 
Don^an,  page  504.  On  this  passage,  Clark  remarks  as  follows : 
••  That  your  sins  may  be  Mmed  out,  which  are  not  only  recorded 
aigaiiMt  you,  but  for  which  you  are  condemned  by  the  justice  of 
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God ;  and  the  punishment  due  to  them  mnst  be  executed  upon  yon, 
unless  prevented  by  your  repentance  and  turning  to  him  whom  ye 
have  pierced."  Romans  iii.  24 — 27. :  **  Being  justified  freeJy  by 
his  grace,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Jesus  Christ :  Whom 
Grod  has  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  foith  in  his  blood,  to 
declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  passed, 
through  the  forbearance  of  God.  To  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time, 
his  righteousness;  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him 
which  beliereth  in  Jesus.  Where  is  boasting  then  ?  It  is  exclu- 
ded. By  what  law  ?  of  works  ?  Nay ;  but  by  the  law  of  faith." 
Here  it  is  said,  that  we  are  justified  freely  by  his  grace  through  the 
redemption  that  is  in  Jesus  Christ — because  or  on  account  of  our 
^th  in  him  whom  Crod  hath  set  forth,  as  a  propitiation.  What  is 
a  propitiation  ?  It  is.  an  act  performed  by  a  third  person,  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting  reconciliation  between  parties  at  variance :  and 
this  is  done  by  turning  away  the  displeasure  of  the  justly  offended 
party.  This  act  was  performed  by  uhrist,  who  became  the  propi- 
tiation for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  As  the  effect  of  this  pro- 
pitiation, the  obstacles  to  human  salvation  are  removed,  the  right- 
eousness of  God  declared,  or  vindicated,  while  he  proceeds  in  the 
exercise  of  forbearance,  to  remit  the  past  sins  of  those  who  **  be- 
lieve in  Jesus.**  Here  the  doctrine  of  forgiveness  of  punishment  is 
clearly  taught — [  Time  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FOURTH  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators. ^ — I  propose  in  the  present  half  hour,  to 
pass  my  friend's  fifth  and  sixth  arguments,  based  on  his  views  of 
pardon  and  justification,  until  to-morrow,  in  order  to  give  them  a 
more  critical  examination.  I  wish  to  notice  this  evening,  his  teo- 
enth  argument.  It  is  drawn  from  certain  passages  of  scripture* 
which,  he  asserts,  teach  that  men  have  been  saved  from  punish- 
ment. He  has  quoted  these  passages,  he  says,  to  prove  that  there 
are  instances  where  God  has  not  punished  men  as  mucJi  as  they  de* 
serve.'  I  can  but  express  my  exceeding  regret  that  he  has  thought 
proper  to  resort  to  an  argument  of  this  nature !  Can  it  be  possible  he 
has  maturely  reflected  on  the  practical  influences  of  such  an  argu* 
ment,  ou  the  minds  of  this  audience,  and  especially  the  youthful  por- 
tion of  it  ?  Has  he  duly  considered  the  moral  tendency  of  quoting 
scripture  to  prove  to  the  young  as  well  as  old,  that  they  may  sin  with 
impunity,  to  their  hearts*  content,  and  escape  all  punishment  what- 
ever ?  What  more  do  the  inexperienced  need  as  an  inducement  to 
sin  ?  I  call  upon  my  brother  and  all  clergymen  of  the  so-called 
Evangelical  scaool,  in  the  name  of  Heaven,  and  humanity,  and  for 
the  g[00d  of  society,  to  desist  from  such  a  course.  I  pray  them  to 
refrain  from  going  to  the  Bible,  and  quoting  Grod's  holy  word  to 
prove  that  men  can  violate  his  commandments — trample  on  every 
tiling  holy  and  good — and  yet  be  screened  from  ail  penalty !    1  beg 
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of  tiiem  not  to  taint  the  minds  of  the  ramg  generation,  with  a  doc- 
trine so  demoralizing — so  peculiarly  calcnTated  to  seduce  them  into 
the  path  of  sin !    Did  the  passages  Elder  Hohnes  has  quoted,  prove 
that  God  has  raved  sinners  from  just  and  deserved  punishment* 
they  would  prove  more — they  would  prove  that  God  has  done  vio* 
lenee  to  the  plainest  dictates  of  justice — that  he  has  subverted 
the  fundamental  principles  of  his  own  government — and  made  his 
rerealed  word  contmdict  itself  in  the  most  positive  manner,    if 
there  is  any  doctrine  that  is  plainly  and  unequivocally  laid  down 
in  the  Bible,  it  is  the  certainty  of  the  punishment  of  the  wicked. 
What  signification  should  we  attach  to  the  passages  my  friend  has 
quoted  ?    They  are  not  to  be  taken  HteraUy;  but  are  to  be  under* 
stood  as  declarations  uttered  by  men  laboring  under  a  deep  sense 
ol  the  heinousaess  of  their  crimes,  and  of  the  depth  of  guilt  which 
rested  on  their  souls.     With  their  minds  overwhelmed  with  a  just 
estimation  of  their  wickedness,  they  make  these  strong  declara- 
tions.   Yet  these  very  passages  show  that  God  had  punished  them 
lor  their  sins,  which  overthrows  the  position  of  my  opponent,  of 
salvation  from  just  and  deserved  puuisnment.    But  under  their  ex- 
cited feelings,  they  thought  they  had  not  been  punished  quite  as 
nrach  as  they  ought  to  have  been.    This  does  not  invalidate,  or 
even  reach  the  great  principles  for  which  I  contend — ^viz :  the  cer- 
tainty of  punishment.    I  insist  an  enlightened  interpretation  of 
scripture  compels  us  to  understand  these  high  wrought  passages,  as 
the  declarations  of  men,  smarting  under  a  sense  of  guilt;  and  not 
as  overturning  the  great  fundamental  principle  every  where  taught 
in  the  Bible,  that  God*s  punishments  are  inflicted  with  unvarying 
certainty,  and  inflexible  justice.   They  are  certain ,  because  they  are 
just.     Were  they  unjust^  they  might  well  be  uncertain  ! 

My  brother  on  the  affirmative,  has  repeatedly  represented  that 
gospel  salvation  is  an  '*  expedient^**  to  which  Gbd  was  compelled  to 
resort  to  rescue  roan  from  the  claims  of  justice.  This  is  a  most  re- 
markable view  of  the  Creator  and  the  perfection  of  his  ways. 
What  is  an  expedient  7  Its  definition  is — *<  Means  to  an  end  con- 
trired  in  an  exigence  or  difficulty — a  shift."  It  appears  then,  ac- 
cording to  my  friend's  position,  that  Deity  managed  the  a&irs  of 
his  world  so  imperfectly,  and  with  so  little  foresight,  tbat  every 
thing  fell  into  confusion  against  his  intention,  and  in  violence  to 
all  his  calculations.  Being  thus  surrounded  with  difficulties,  he 
could  not  follow  out  his  original  plan  in  man's  creation ;  but  pressed 
by  the  strong  exigency  of  the  case,  he  was  compelled  to  resort  to 
an  expedient  contrived  on  the  spur  of  the  occasion,  to  rescue  his 
creatures  from  their  perilous  condition.  In  this  manner  the  lo-called 
orthodox  '*p]an  of  salvation,"  is  supposed  to  have  originated. 
Who  can  believe  this,  of  an  all-perfect  God  ? 

My  friend  refers  to  my  quotation  from  Hebrews — "Now  no 
chastening  for  the  present  seemeth  to  be  joyous,  but  ^evous ; 
aevertheieis  afttrwud,  it  yieldeth  the  peaceable  fruit  ol  righteous- 
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nesB  unto  th«m  iHiieh  af«  exeniied  thenby."  He  maUrtM—tto 
cAosltteflMiif  )8  not  puniahnuntt  but  that  it  ui  a  salutary  come  id 
(iisciplingl  I  acknowledce  that  chaatiaement  is  a  mduiary  €onrm 
of  iudfLvM,  and  I  insist  that  such  also  is  the  nature  of  puntshmenl 
These  terms  are  s^wmymouSf  so  far  as  i\k%obJ€U  of  their  infliction  is 
eonoemed.  The  only  distinction  between  them  is,  that  cftaifiiMinrf 
is  a  lighter  infliction  of  penalty  for  less  heiaoas  Crimea,  and  /hm- 
ithmMd  a  more  severe  correction  for  deeper  guilt.  But  they  hcA 
are  imposed  for  the  mme  purpoitt  expressed  distiactly  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Apostle  above  quoted — ^that  they  may  **  afterward 
yield  the  peaceaola  fmit  of  righieoumm  unto  them  who  are  exer- 
cised thereby." — (Heb.  xii.  11.)  Upon  what  principle  of  propriety 
eould  the  father  of  a  family  correct  one  portion  of  nis  children  for 
their  bewfii,  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  them  to  obedienee  and 
uprightness;  and  aaomer  portion,  only  to  injure  them,  and  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  confirm  them  in  their  disobedience  and  crime  ?  The 
words  *'  chastening*'  and  '*  corrected,'*  (Heb.  xii.)  are  from  the  Gredc 
word  **  paideian/*  Robinson's  Lexicon  ^ves  as  its  definition — a 
training,  consisting  of  instruction,  admonition,  examples,  rewards. 
punislmenis.  That  this  Greek  word  signifies  punimmerU,  is  evi- 
dent from  its  use  in  Luke  xxiii.  16,  where  Pilate  says,  in  reference 
to  Christ,  who  was  arraigned  before  him — '*  I  will  therefore,  chas- 
tise lpaiid€U9ai]  him*  and  release  him."  Here  this  word  has  the 
meamng  of  seowrgiugt  lacerating  the  body  with  rods — [see  Matt 
xxviL  26,1 — which  surely  was  a  punishment  of  a  severe  and  igno- 
minious character.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says  of  fcour^ng — '^This 
is  allowed  to  have  been  a  very  severe  punithment  of  itself,  among 
the  Romans,  the  flesh  being  generally  cut  by  the  whips  used  for 
this  purpose."    (Clarke  on  Matt,  xxvii.  26.) 

JEider  Holmes  acknowledges  (jcod  punishes  his  children,  so-called 
— (i.  e.,  those  among  men  who  are  peculiarly  his  children  by  gen- 
eral obedience  and  iaiitation,)  on  a  principle  of  salutary  discipline, 
with  a  view  to  their  amendment  and  hi^piness.  Why  should  he 
not  deal  with  all  his  children — all  men — ^upon  the  same  principle .' 
If  it  is  importaat  to  punish  those  who  are  but  oceanonally  disobe- 
dient, with  a  view  to  their  amendment,  how  much  more  important 
that  those  children  who  are  haUtuaUy  disobedient,  should  have 
such  a  punishment  as  shall  lead  them  Mck  to  virtue  and  ffodlinesa. 

But  my  friend  insists  the  chaiti$ement$  mentioned  in  Hebrews, 
refers  only  to  the  rigkteoua,     I  have  already  alluded  to  the  im- 

Briety  of  speaking  of  the  puniskment  of  righiema  men.  The 
(ct  groundiesness  of  this  position  will  be  made  evident  to  all, 
Qie  declaration  of  St  Paul  in  the  11th  verse.  He  sajrs  that 
chattening  <*  afterward  yieldeth  the  peaceable  •  fruit  of  RIGHT- 
EOUSNESS unto  them  who  are  exercised  thereby."  This  shows 
that  chastening  or  punishment  is  not  inflicted  on  those  already 
rigkieauSf  but  oo  the  sinful  to  make  them  ^feom«  aioRTaovs ! !  u 
is  4ee%ned  to  prodwB9  BJOHraousNiaa  where  it  was  not  beloval 


m  Mmgmmti^  47 


mtBto  «C  God  to  tlkotc  who  ekim  (o  be  r^Ateoia.  Hejd««ku:M  in 
tlM  Mxth  v«iie>  *'  Wbom  the  Lord  u^yvtb  he  ehiurteiieth  f  Who 
•ra  emhnoed  in  God's  love  ?  The  entire  world  of  in«ikkmd«^*  God 
eo  uvwMD  the  world»"  l(o.  (John  iii.  1^.)  *«  But  God  who  ie  neh  in 
OMiey,  (or  his  GREAT  LOV£  wherewith  he  loved  of,  even  when 
we  wMe  dmd  tf»  «|ii#,*'  &o.-^£ph.  ii.  4,  5.)  These  aootetioM 
proTe  beyond  QOBtroYeny*  th^t  the  prinaple  or  object  oi  chastes- 
Mtf,  Bwde  known  in  the  misMge  under  censiderstion,  is  one  on 
which  God  iiGts  in  his  dei^u^  with  all  men  who  inoiur  the  just  pe- 
neltF  of  aiQ.  £lder  Holmes  reed  from  fiallou  on  ths  AtoiMment, 
to  show  that  on  UaiTersalist  principles  men  are  oomptikd  to  sin. 
I  shmdd  hare  been  happy  to  listen  to  more  eiMea^  e9ti9«tslni» 
that  hook*  for  it  inculcates  many  sahfttsry  truths  and  souad  jpcinei- 
ples.  But  he  failed  to  make  the  author  prove  that  for  which  he 
quoted  him.  Tme,  Mr.  Ballon  says  roan  was  created  subieet  to 
vanity  and  siq.  In  this,  hotwever,  he  but  agrees  with  8t.  Pant. 
(Rom.  viii.  20.)  fiti^t  bsing  cheated  subject  to  sin  is  very  different 
from  being  undiex  an  ahiduU  necstiity  oi  sinning.  This.  Mr.  Ba^ 
lou  does  not  assert  He  only  contends  that  the  creatufe  was  «9- 
ptmtd  to  sin.  Yet  he  wa§  left  free  to  combat  it  and  resist  its  teop- 
tationa. 

Illy  friend  in  the  affirmative,  quotes  Doddridge  and  Tholuck  in 
support  of  his  position,  that  in  those  passages,  which  speak  o(  the 
sufleringsand  death  of  Christ  for  man,  the  word  **  for,^  i^P^I  <»ig^ 
jkifies  «*  in  the  pl^ce  of."  Doddridge  and  Tholuck  are  good  author- 
ity on.  points  where  they  are  disinterested  witnesses.  In  this  hh- 
stanec,  however,  they  give  to  the  passages  to  which  relerenee  is 
made,  such  construction  as  agreed  with  pre-coai^ved  opinions,  and 
theories  ali«idy  adopted  Upwever  lean^  and  eminent  comssea- 
tatora  may  he,  the  freouent  ^nd  wide  disamemeots  among  them- 
selves, show  they  are  lar  from  being  reliable  guides  in  all  casea. 
Where  they  pointedly  differ  from  the  Bible.  I  shall  pvefer  God's 
word  to  their  ips$  iiiif^  In  the  full  quotations  iatrcHlw^ed  in  my 
Isst  speech,  X  showed  the  scripture  usage  of  the  werd  *'  t^er." 
These  quotations  proved  conclusively,  thst  Its  meaning  when  ap^ 
nlied  lo  Christ's  su^Mngs  and  death,  was,  that  ^hey  iirere  **  in  m^ 
kaff"  oi  the  sinn^,  and  not  **  in  his  plase.'*  My  oppoMUJthas  not 
attempted*  nnd  will  not  attempt,  to  invalidate  my  argument  from 
thescQBtuieusi^  of  "^Mper,*'    He  is  perleetly  aware  that  it  is  tn- 

I  piopoip  now  to  sbov  th«t  the  position  taken  by  my  friend  in 
the  affnmtif  e  oC  this  q^eetiol^s  is  in  dicect  cooiiadiciton  to  the  moiit 
994  jMJttiPS  iielaJrntions  to  he  found  in  the  Bible*  Uanyrcr 
cnp  ha  flm^  on  language,  either  the  Scriptures  or  Elder 
a  take  enoneoos  grounds  on  this*  eubje^t.  Whioh  ol  the  two 
mg|J4hik«IQ0t-Ukehr  to  eiTOA  a  topic  of  this  nature,  the  good  sense 
9(  »»  M^cia.  Wl  hpye  hilt  htltiie  difikidty  to  jeUynwe.   Whe^ 
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18  the  doctrine  of  the  eaered  Toluine  in  regard  to  the  eertainty  of  the 
punishment  of  sin  f  Listen ! — "  Who  will  render  to  erery  man  ac- 
cording to  his  deeds.  To  them  who,  by  patient  continuance  in  weH 
doing,  seek  for  glory,  and  honor,  and  immortality,  eternal  life.  But 
unto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obey 
unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  tribulation  and  anguish, 
upon  every  wul  of  man  that  doeth  evil;  of  the  Jew  first,  and  also 
of  the  Gentiles. ****For  there  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God." 
(Rom.  ii.  6-U.)  My  friend  maintains  that  God  mil  not  render  to 
tvery  man  according  to  his  deeds — that  he  will  not  render  indigna- 
tion and  tribulation  to  every  sotd  of  man  that  doeth  evil — ^that  he 
will  do  this  to  a  portion ;  but  that  he  will  screen  the  remainder  fpm 
all  tribulation  and  anguish.  In  other  words,  that  God  is  a  respecter 
of  persons.  The  audience  must  decide  between  Elder  Holmes  and 
the  Bible.    The  statements  of  both  cannot  be  received. 

Again — '•  The  soul  that  einneth,  it  shall  die. — (Ezek.  zviii.  4.) 
My  brother  opposite,  maintains  that  a  soul  may  sin  for  a  lonr  se- 
ries of  years,  and  not  die — that  a  man  can  do  wickedly  for  Tottf 
years — a  whole  life  time — and  yet  escape  all  punishment  by  repen- 
tance just  before  death.  According  to  his  doctrine,  if  I  had  the 
power,  I  might  slay  this  entire  congregation,  run  rioting  in  blood 
through  the  community,  spreading  devastation  on  every  hand,  kiU 
ling  men,  women,  and  children — and  at  last  be  screened  from  every 
item  of  punishment,  by  becoming  converted  a  day  before  I  passed 
to  another  world ! ! 

'*  The  righteousness  of  the  righteous  shall  be  upon  him,  and  the 
wickedness  of  the  wicked,  shall  be  upon  him." — (Ezek.  xviii.  20.) 
The  doctrine  of  Elder  Holmes  perfectly  destroys  the  force  of  this 
passage.  It  teaches  that  a  man  may  be  righteous  and  obtain  no 
rewara,  and  be  wicked  and  receive  no  punishment.  Suppose  for 
instance,  my  friend  is  a  righteous  man,  as  I  hope  he  is,  and  leads  a 
righteous  life  for  forty  or  fifty  years.  But  shortly  previous  to  hit 
death,  he  falls  into  temptation — be  sins  and  dies.  Is  he  rewarded 
for  his  good  deeds  ?  No.  He  receives  no  reward  in  this  life.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Evangelical  school,  all  rewards  and  punishments  are 
administered  in  the  future  world.  He  is  not  rewarded  hereafter; 
because  the  last  fatal  act  of  his  life  cut  him  ofi*  from  future  reward, 
and  plunged  him  into  regions  of  endless  despair.  Hence  for  his 
long  life  of  righteousneis  he  is  forever  unrewarded.    This  is  in 

goint  blank  conflict  with  the  scripture  just  quoted.  On  the  other 
and,  if  the  Elder  or  any  other  man,  should  be  a  depraved  sinner, 
and -vile  hypocrite  through  life;  and  yet  repents  before  death, 
his  wickedness  tt  not  ufon  him,  but  on  an  innocent  substitute, 
while  the  sinner,  after  indulging  in  crime  with  impunity,  darts 
through  this  loop-hole  of  repentance,  into  boundless  bliss,  and 
laughs  at  law,  justice,  punishment ! 

"Though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  not  be  unpuntah- 
•d.**—- (Ptov.zi.  21.)    ]rottfig>  mm/ mirk  that  declaration  I  I  regret 
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to  «y,  my  friend  TiitaaHy  instructs  yon  that  yon  can  sin  and  go 
%impuuished  f  /  I  beseech  you,  listen  not  to  him ;  but  give  heed  to 
God,  who  tells  you.  that  if  you  sin,  •«  though  hand  join  hand*'  yoa 
SHALL  NOT  avoid  its  punishment ! !  This  is  a  solemn  truths 
which  should  never  escape  from  your  sight.  Again — '*  In  the  day 
thou  eatest  thereof,  thou  shalt  surely  die.** — (Gen.  ii.  17.)  Ac- 
cording to  my  friend^s  ar^ment,  Adfam  and  Eve  did  not  die,  in 
the  day  tbey  ate  the  forbidden  fruit,  nor  at  any  other  time.  They 
never  received  a  just  and  deurved  punishment  for  those  ains  which 
aecofding  to  the  poet — 

**  Biou^ht  death  into  the  world,  and  all  our  woe." 

"  He  that  doeth  wrong,  thall  receive  for  the  wrong  which  he 
hath  done :  and  there  is  no  respect  of  persons." — (Coios.  iii.  25.) 
How  plainly  the  position  of  Elder  Holmes  contradicts  this  declara- 
tion. He  insists  men  may,  and  can,  and  shall  do  wrong,  and  NOT 
receive  for  the  wrong  they  have  done.  Here  God  asserts  positively 
one  thing,  and  blinded  man  as  positively  asserts  another  and  oppo- 
site thing !     Which  are  we  to  believe  ? 

**The  work  of  a  man  shall  he  render  unto  him,  and  cause 
every  man  to  find  according  to  his  ways.** — (Job  xxziv.  11.) 
Again — ^*^  Thine  eyes  are  open  upon  all  the  ways  of  the  sons  of 
men ;  to  give  every  one  according  to  his  way,  and  according  to  the 
fmit  of  his  doings.'* — (Jer.  xxxii.  19.)  "  I  the  Lord  search  the 
heart,  I  try  the  rems  even  to  eive  every  man  according  to  his  ways, 
and  according  to  the  fruit  of  his  doings.** — (Jer.  xvii.  10.)  No  one 
can  fail  to  see  how  plainly  these  passages  overthrow  the  afl&rroa- 
tive  of  this  question,  which  asserts  that  men  are  saved  from  the 
consequences  of  their  sinful  ways.  Again — *<  He  that  justifieth  the 
wicked«  and  condemneth  the  just,  even  they  both  are  an  abomina- 
tion to  the  Lord.** — (Prov.  xvii.  15.)  I  ask  who  it  is  XhsAvtutiRu 
the  wicked  ?  It  is  be  who  in  effect,  says  to  the  wicked — God  has 
provided  a  way  whereby  you  may  go  on  and  sin  to  any  extent, 
and  escape  all  punishment !  Who  condemns  the  just .'  It  is  that 
man,  who  declares  an  individual  may  be  just  and  rij^hteous  all  hia 
days,  and  by  falling  into  a  single  sin,  as  the  last  act  of  life,  will 
sink  to  eternal  condemnation !  The  Bible  says  those  ^who  incul- 
cate these  sentiments,  are  an  abomination  in  the  sight  of  the 
Lord! 

"  Woe  unto  the  wicked  !  it  SHALL  be  ILL  with  him ;  for  the 
reward  of  his  hands  shall  be  ^vcn  him.** — (Isa.  iii.  11.)  The  de- 
ciatation  is  not  that  it  may  be  ill  with  the  wicked  if  they  do  not  re- 
pent ;  but  it  is  po^live — it  shall  be  ill  with  man,  as  certainly  as  he 
becomes  wicked ! !  Again—"  The  wicked  are  like  the  troubled 
sea,  when  it  cannot  rcsi,  whose  waters  cast  up  mire  and  dirt.** 
This  is  a  very  expressive  fiffure.  It  does  not  represent  the  condi- 
tion of  the  wicked,  aa  a  calm  and  peaceful  lake,  sleeping  auietly 
beneath  a  tnmmer  aky,  ita  bosom  unruffled,  save  by  the  genua  d«l* 
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liance  of  aronatk  zephyrs.    This  is  the  ETanselioa]  Tiew  of  l&e 
pleasuret  of  wn,  and  from  the  puniskment  of  which  God  has  pro- 
vided, according  to  the  same  school  of  theology,  an  easy  way  of 
escape,  by  repentance.    But  the  Bible  describes  the  condition  of 
the  wicked  as  being  like  that  of  the  troubled  sea— overhung  with 
dark  clouds,  and  its  waters  lashed  into  commotion  by  the  howling 
,Btorm ! !     Again— God  **  will  by  no  mMtis  clear  the  guilty." — (Ex. 
xxxiv.  7)     I  beg  the  young  people  of  the  congregation— those 
just  about  entering  upon  life — (and  oh !  how  important  it  is,  that 
the  young  should  take  a  right  view  of  the  nature  and  consequences 
of  sin  at  a  period  so  critical) — to  listen  to  this  positive  declaration 
of  the  Bible  and  govern  themselves  accordingly !     Let  them  never 
foTgtt  that  God  solemnly  declares  he  will  by  no  means,  clear  the 
guilty  ! !    It  is  to  me  the  cause  of  the  utmost  regret  and  astonish- 
ment, that  in  the  face  of  God's  word,  so  positively  uttered  as  in  the 
passage  last  quoted,  my  brother  opposite,  together  with  all  the  self- 
sty  lea  Evangelical  clergy,  should  devote  so  much  of  their  time, 
their  talents,  their  learning,  to  the  proclamation  of  a  doctrine  which 
virtually  enstamps/o/^AooJ  on  the  Bible — a  doctrine  which  in^idu- 
jously  instils  in  tne  minds  of  the  inexperienced,  the  blinding,  seduc- 
tive and  fatal  delusion,  that  there  are  **  means"  provided  whereby 
sin  can  be  indulged  and  the  guilty  cleared  of  all  punishment !     It 
is  a  sentiment  which  not  only  contradicts  the  word  of  the  Most 
High — gives  the  lie  to  all  past  experience — but  is  demoralizing  in 
the  hignest  degree ! !    Man  wants  nothing  more  than  this  to  en- 
courage hin^  into  sin — ^nothing  more  to  induce  him  to  walk  there 
throtigh  life,  under  the  flattering  proviso,  that  repentance  at  last 
shall  wipe  off  all  scores. 

Let  it  be  noticed  that  the  passages  I  have  quoted  to  prove  the 
inflexible  certainty  of  punishment,  are  all  plain,  positive,  unequiv- 
ocal declarations     They  are  not  clothed  in  figurative^  metaphori- 
cal, or  parabolic  forms  of  speech.    They  belong  to  that  class  of 
Bible  declarations  which  are  strictly  and  rigidly  literal,  and  hence 
there  cannot  possibly  be  any  mistaking  of  tneir  meaning.     When- 
ever Elder  Holmes  will  bring  scripture  declarations  as  plain,  posi- 
tive, and  literal,  that  the  wicked  can  escape  a  just  and  deserved 
punishment,  we  should  then  be  brought  to  a  stand  in  this  discus- 
sion; because  the  Bible  would  be  shown  to  contradict  itself.    But 
this  cannot  be.     Neither  is  it  possible  to  **  explain  away"  the  force 
and  weight  of  these  pasnages,  by  any  well-grounded  criticism. 
There  they  stand,  plain,  literal,  unmovable — glowing  with  the  light 
of  eternal  truth — ^truth  as  salutary  and  restraining  as  it  is  luminous 
and  reasonable  ! !     All  that  my  opponent  can  do  to  weaken  their 
force,  will  be  to  quote  and  dwell  upon  certain  scripture  declara- 
tions concening  justification,  remission,  ransom  and  forgiveness  of 
sin — phrases  of  uncertain  meaning,  in  regard  to  which  there  is  a 
wide  difierence  of  opinion  among  equally  intelligent  theologians, 
and  in  regard  to  which,  even  those  claiming  to  be  Evangelical^  do 
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Wt  fnXtf  a^ree.  Srery  sensible  peraoa  wiU  ftckaowledge  that 
▼sstlf  more  retiaoce  is  to  be  placed  on  literal  and  aneqoivocal  as- 
aertioiis,  Uma  on  figurative  iormB  of  speech.  It  is  a  sound  and 
sale  role  that  the  figaratiTe  parts  of  the  Bible  shoald  be  so  explain- 
ed as  to  accord  with  those  passages  which  are  literal.  When  there- 
fore, it  is  distinctly  and  literally  declared  in  the  scriptures  that  God 
WiU  kfff  no  mean$t  clear  the  guilty,  there  is  positiyehr  no  room  left 
for  doaht  as  to  the  meaning.  It  should  forever  settle  the  questton 
that  when  sra  is  once  committed,  there  is  no  way  or  means  provi- 
ded whereby  the  guilty  can  escape  a  just  punishment. — iTime  ex- 

[HA.  BOLMXS*  rmU  8PEBCB.] 

Retpettad  Audkor$: — ^The  last  speech  of  my  opponent  afiirds  so 
fmilfttl  a  theme  of  icmarfc,  that  I  will  present  some  of  my  affirma- 
tive arguments,  before  I  proceed  to  its  considemtion,  lest,  getting 
engaged  in  its  dlscuMioD,  I  should  speak  too  long,  and  thus  ex- 
elude  my  own  proofs. 

Mvntnt^  argument  in  support  of  Uie  doctrine  thatOod  proposes  by 
the  Gospel  to  save  men  from^'usf  and  e2e«nr«(/ punishment,  is  founded 
oa  the  intercession  of  Christ  for  sinners.    St.  Paul  tells  us  that  Christ 
is  a  high  priest  forever  after  the  order  of  Melcbisedech.    It  was 
the  business  of  the  high  priest  to  go  into  the  holy  oi  holies  once  a 
year,  having  shed  much  olood  for  himself,  and  the  people,  and  to 
make  intercession  for  them.    While  this  Jewish  priesthood  con- 
tinued, it  represented  the  priesthood  and  atonement  of  Christ,  which 
was  finally  to  take  its  place.    Christ  having  made  his  advent,  the 
Jewish  priesthood  terminates  in  him.     He  is  the  end  and  perfettton 
of  this  law  for  righteousness — as  first  he  made  atonement  by  shed- 
ding his  own  blood  once  for  all  in  behalf  of  the  whole  worid. 
The  **  holy  of  holies"  into  which  he  entered  is  Heaven,  where  be 
**8hideth  continually. "    Now  as  he  still  retains  the  character  of 
priest,  he  stilL  performs  the  work  of  intercession  for  sinners. 
Hence  Isaiah  nys:  **  He  bore  the  sins  of  many,  and  made  inter- 
cession for  the  transgressors."     So  also,  St.  Paul,  (Hcb.  v.  25): 
**  He  is  able  to  save,  to  the  uttermost,  them  that  come  to  God  by 
hiai,  seeing  he  ever  livAh  to  make  intercession  for  us."    How  can 
sianers  be  saved  at  all,  unless  they  be  saved  from  punishment  ? 
Also,  ix.  24 :   '*  Christ  is  not  entered  into  the  holy  places  made 
widi  hands,  which  are  but  the  figures  of  the  true,  but  into  Heaven 
itself,  now  to  appear  in  the  presence  of  God  for  us.'*    Again,  Rom. 
viii.  34,  we  are  told—**  Chnst  is  even  at  the  right  hand  of  God, 
who  also  maketh  intercession  for  us."    St.  John  says  "  If  any  man 
sin  weluive  an  advocate  with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous.** 
How  our  argament  is  this :  As  Christ  intercedes  for  sinners,  the 
0h)tetaf  faia  iKtereession  must  be  thdr  salvation  from  their  nns; 
and  «•  puBiihaant  follows  sin  in  the  order  of  time,  to  ba  lavt^ 
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from  Bin  committed,  is  to  be  saved  from  punishment.  Hence  the 
language,  **  If  any  man  sin  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  father.** 
The  object  of  the  advocacy  with  the  father,  is  salvation  from  sins 
committed,  and  consequently  from  the  punishment  of  sins.  If  this 
is  not  so,  Mr.  Austin  can  tell  us  what  it  does  mean,  by  explaining 
the  object  of  Christ's  intercession. 

I  now  present  my  tenth  argument,  founded  on  the  fact  that  the 
Gospel  proposes  to  save  sinners  now,  which  cannot  be  the  case  if 
sinners  must  first  be  punished  all  they  deserve.     The  scriptores 
tell  us  that  God  now  **  commandeth  all  men  everywhere  to  refjent." 
"  Now  is  the  accepted  time,  behold,  now  is  the  day  of  salvation  ;** 
'*  to-day,  if  ye  will  hear  his  voice,  harden  not  your  hearts."    All 
the  invitations  of  the  Gospel  have  reference  to  the  present  time. 
"  Repent  and  be  converted" — "  Look  unto  me  and  be  ye  saved" — 
"  Come  unto  me  all  ye  that  labor."    Now,  every  sinner  deserves 
to  be  punished,  and  hence  if  he  is  not  saved  from  punishment,  he 
cannot  be  saved  at  all,  until  he  has  endured  all  the  punishment  he  de- 
serves.  This  requires  some  time  after  sin  is  committed.   If  it  requires 
no  time,  then  salvation  and  damnation  must  meet  at  the  same  time, 
in  the  same  individual.     Hence  they  must  be  both  eternal  or  result 
in  the  destruction  of  each  other.    As  this  will  not  be  contended  for, 
it  follows  that  some  time  to  say  the  least,  must  elapse  after  the  sin 
is  committed,  before  the  sinner  can  receive  all  the  punishment  he 
deserves.    This  time  may  be  long  or  short  according  to  the  turpi- 
tude of -the  sinner's  crimes.    The  several  schools  of  Universalism 
are  not  agreed  among  themselves  in  reg;ard  to  the  length  of  time 
necessary  to  punish  sinners  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts. 
Some  thmk  it  may  all  be  effected  in  a  short  time,  others,  that  it 
may  be  done  in  this  life  at  most,  while  others  stUl,  make  it  run 
over  into  eternity.    Mr.  Winchester  taught  that  some  sinners  could 
not  be  saved  until  they  had  suffered  144,000  years.     Such  was 
their  moral  turpitude,  their  stubborn  perverseneifs,  it  would  require 
that  length  of  time  to  subdue  them,  and  bring  them  in  harmony 
with  the  divine  will.     Mr.  Skinner,  when  press^  on  this  point, 
admits  future  punishment,  but  does  not  tell  us  now  long  it  must 
continue,  in  order  to  secure  the  desired  results.    All  agree,  it  must 
take  time.     Very  well,  be  that  time  more  or  less,  it  would  be  both 
improper  and  dishonest  to  offer  salvation  lo  the  sinner  now,  when 
he  cannot  be  saved  until  his  punishment  has  terminated,  no  matter 
how  long  or  short  the  period  of  his  suffering  may  be.     He  cannot 
be  saved  until  all  his  punishment  has  been  expenenced,  and  hence 
it  must  be  dishonest  and  cruel  trilling  to  offer  him  salvation  now. 
Yet  the  gospel  does  this,  and  every  minister  of  the  gospel  is  au- 
thorized to  do  the  same.     Here  we  see,  the  notion  against  which 
we  contend  is  contradictory  to,  and  subversive  of  the  gospel,  and 
hence  must  be  false.    For,' as  the  gospel  offers  salvation  to  sinners 
now,  it  follows,  they  may  be  saved  from  deserved  punishment  now. 
I  will  now  proceed  to  consider  some  points  in  my  friend's  kwt 
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■pitch.  Yoa  are  aware  that  a  powerful  sympathetie  effort  was 
BHie  last  eyening :  and  from  the  fact  that  be  has  piactited  tbb  ar- 
tifice io  considerable  decree  in  every  speech  he  has  made,  I  am  led 
to  suppose  it  is  his  peculiar  fart,  when  his  arguments  fail  to  satisfy 
hisMelf,  or  convince  the  audience*  he  forthwith  appeals  to  their 
sympathies.  You  may  understand  after  this,  when  he  indulges  in 
this  peculiarity  that  he  is  conscious  of  some  defect  in  his  argument, 
and  wishes  to  fill  your  eyes  with  dust,  lest  you  should  detect  it 
An  appeal  to  the  sympathetic  feelings  of  an  audience  is  well 
enough  when  it  has  a  proper  foundation ;  but  in  this  case  the  gen- 
tlesaan's  great  zeal  was  so  perfectly  baseless,  as  to  be  rather  amu- 
than  otherwise.     It  might  serve  to  remind  one  of 


'Ocean  into  tempest  toMed, 


To  wmft  a  feather  or  to  drown  a  Aj." 

Bat  I  doubt  whether  any  discerning  mind  discovered  any  relation  be- 
tween his  declamatory  flourish,  and  the  merits  of  the  question  un- 
der discussion.  And  you  recollect  his  addresses  and  appeals  base- 
less as  they  were,  were  made  to  a  particular  class  of  individuals — 
to  younf  men.  Why  was  this  ?  He  knew  there  were  many  of 
of  that  taae  of  persons  here  last  evening,  who  would  not  be  nere 
to^y  to  have  the  false  impressions  made  upon  their  minds  cor- 
rected :  hence  his  zeal  in  that  direction. 

I  have  presented  a  number  of  arguments,  which  my  friend  de- 
nominates metaphysical,  but  which  ne  has  made  no  elTort  to  an- 
swer. He  gives  them  the  go-by,  it  is  probable  for  the  same  rea- 
son that  he  refuses  to  define  his  views  of  future  punishment.  He 
knows  that  any  attempt  to  answer  the  one,  or  explain  the  other, 
will  involve  him  in  inextricable  difficulty.  There  is  deep  water  in 
that  region ;  there  are  winds  and  storms  there :  my  friend  does  not 
wish  to  risk  his  cause  on  that  sea !  And  here  we  have  an  indica- 
tion of  the  real  character  of  Universalism.  H  is  a  characteristic  of 
error  to  be  non-committal — ^to  deal  ill  generalities,  and  avoid  if  pos- 
sible, every  issM  where  its  claims  may  be  tested  by  established 
principles,  by  Jhogy  or  fact.  I  do  not  blame  Mr.  Austin  for  his 
non-committalism,  nor  for  eschewing  metaphysical  proofs:  the 
safety  of  the  cause  he  advocates  requires  this  course.  Were  I  set 
for  the  defence  of  Universalism,  I  would  as  soon  risk  my  personal 
safety  in' a  leap  over  the  falls  of  Niagara,  as  allow  my  theological 
system,  to  mo  into  the  crucible  of  philosophical  investigation  and 
analysis.  I  wish,  however,  that  the  audience  may  have  clear  proof 
that  Mr.  Austin  does  studiously  avoid  the  issues  referred  to.  I 
therefore  call  on  him  again,  to  tell  me  whether  he  believes  in  fu- 
ture punishfflent,  and  if  so,  where  and  how  it  will  be  inflicted. 

The  gentleman  charges  me  with  teaching  that  sin  may  be  com- 
mitted with  impunity.  I  have  already  noticed  this  charge  suffi- 
eieatly  in  another  speech ;  but  if  any  doubt  of  this  remains,  I  will 
eadeavor  to  nmofw^  it  by  a  few  additional  remarks.    He  says,  ac- 
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eoidiiiff  to  my  lUwtripe  of  MU^fdkm  from  pumilunctit,  be  miglK  staqr 
thk  whole  congregmtion  with  imfMinity.  Let  ns  first  see  what  woaM 
be  the  state  of  the  case  according  to  his  doctrine.  He  teaches  that 
paoiflhment  is  in  no  sefiee  an  eril  to  the  sinaer.  If  not,  then  it 
mast  be  a  blessing — a  blessing  which  corresponds  in  magnitade 
with  the  turpitude  of  the  crime ;  hence  minishment  on  his  princi- 
ples, funiisbcs  no  motive  either  to  avoid  ^e  crime  or  escape  the 
Eanishmeat ;  or,  if  we  suppose,  according  to  another  declaration  ol 
is,  that  God  pnnidbes  only  to  reform,  an3  that  the  amount  of  pun- 
ishment  it  takes  to  produce  repentance,  is  just  the  amouot  the  sin- 
ner <<esfTiMs  lor  his  crimes.  From  this  it  would  follow,  as  the  least 
amount  of  puoishmeitf  might  lead  to  repentance,  so  the  least  possi- 
ble quantity  would  RuflSce  to  atone  for  the  crime  of  slaying  the 
whole  audience.  How  would  the  case  stand  according  to  the  views 
which  I  advocate  ?  Suppose  the  crime  referred  to,  to  be  commit- 
ted ;  I  say  to  the  murderer :  **  Sir,  you  have  committad  a  crime  of 
dreadful  turpitude !  you  have  not  merely  violated  your  telations 
to  man ;  you  have  broken  the  great,  inkniU  moral  law  of  Jeho- 
vah :  vou  cannot  escape  the  penalty  of  the  law  in  this  life,  the 
law  of  man — much  less  can  you  escape  the  penalty  of  the  diviae 
law,  which  says,  thou  shalt  not  kill,  without  repentance.  You 
are  now  under  the  condemnation  of  law,  both  human  and  divine. 
The  penalty  of  human  law,  which  is  the  death  of  the  body*  you 
moAt  sufier.  The  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  which  is  dstHk,  both 
of  body  and  soul*  you  can  only  escape  by  repentance  so  genuins 
and  thjorough,  that  Grod,  who  knows  the  heart,  shall  be  pleased  to 
grant  you  a  pardon  through  Jesus  CbrisL** 

But  according  to  Universalism,  the  murderer  would  have  bo  mo- 
tive to  avoid  the  crime  or  the  punishment,  because  the  punishment 
is  a  blessing.  Or  if  he  should  wish  to  escape  the  punishment  after 
the  criminal  deed  is  doae>  he  can  effect  his  purpose  by  repentance* 
and  so  far  as  relates  to  the  divine  law,  the  crime  is  expiated. 
There  is  however,  one  penalty,  that  of  human  law,  which  cannot 
be  averted  in  this  way :  and  should  the  criminal  doubt  whether  this 
punishment  would  be  a  blessing,  he  may  escap^  by  murdering 
the  shenf,  and  putting  an  end  to  his  own  life,  and  thus  tntnsfer 
himself  from  the  hands  of  the  executioner,  to  the  Paradise  of  God. 
Here  you  see  the  difference  between  my  friend's  doctrine  and 
mine  on  wis  point :  and  to  make  that  diferenoe  still  plainer,  as  also, 
to  prove  that  the  idea  of  salvation  from  punishment  does  not  re- 
move a  sense  of  moral  obligation  from  the  minds  of  men,  please 
attend  to  the  following  statements:  1.  Every  man  is  under  a  state 
of  punishment  in  this  ufe,  (though  connected  with  offers  of  mercy,) 
up  to  the  time  he  repents  and  believes  in  Christ,  and  this  embraces 
all  that  Mr.  Austin  contends  for  as  punishment  to  the  full  extent  of 
bis  deserts.  2.  If  he  never  repents  he  will  never  be  saved,  and 
never  cease  to  be  panished.  3.  His  repentance  and  faith  in  Christ 
will  not  save  him  from  punishment,  ijinlese  it  produees  a  thorough  t^ 
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iiDnnation  of  li  fe.    4.  And  tbis  r«f<VBation  of  lif«  fapposes  a  rtstita- 
tioa  to  the  full  extent  of  hie  ability.     5.  If  he  abidei  not  in  Christ  be 
foFftUf  the  benefit  of  the  par  Jon  he  has  already  reeeived.    Yet  be 
told  the  youn^  men  last  evening,  that  they  must  not  believe  this 
doctrine ;  that  it  was  an  awful  thing  to  have  faith  in  Christ  to  Mich 
an  extent  as  to  believe  that  they  may  be  saved  by  him  from  sin  in 
this  life :   or  to  allow  their  minds  to  be  impressed  with  the  belief 
that  they  might  by  repentance,  faith  in  Christ,  and  thorough  refor- 
mation, escape  the  moral  consequences  of  sin.     An  awful  thin^  in- 
deed ! !    Let  me  ask  the  young  men  of  this  assembly — would  it  be 
deleterious  to  your  happiness  to  believe  that  yon  can  by  faith  in 
Christ  now  have  full  pardon  for  all  your  past  sans,  on  condition 
that  your  faith  produces  thorough  reformation  of  life.     Having  sin- 
ned against  God  and  your  own  best  interests,  and  feeling  a  convic- 
tion of  your  wretchedness  so  keenly  as  to  extort  the  cry — '*  O  * 
wretched  man  that  I  am,  who  shall  deliver  me  from  the  body  of 
this  death  ;**  would  it  detract  from  your  happiness  to  believe  that 
**  Christ  is  able  to  save  you  to  the  uttermost** — ^to  deliver  you  from 
inward  and  outward  sin — ^to  give  you  an  abiding  sense  of  pardon 
from  God — ^to  enable  you  to  walk  in  communion  with  him,  and 
have  grace  to  perform  good  works,  and  lead  a  holy  life  until  your 
earthly  pilgrimage  should  terminate?    This  is  what  Mr.  Austin 
calls  an  awful  thing ! ! ! 

My  friend  charges  a  demoralizing  tendency  on  my  doctrine,  a 
point  at  which  his  own  theory,  is  so  vulnerable,  that  I  regret  his 
introducing  it.  1  deprecate  the  necessity  of  going  into  personali- 
ties, and  for  the  present  I  will  only  say,  show  me  one  cl^  case  of 
reformation  by  the  belief  that  the  sinner  may  experience  in  his  own 
person  the  full  penalty  of  his  sins  in  this  bfe,  and  does  so  experi- 
ence it  a^ he  goes  along,  for  bis  sabbath-breaking,  swearing,  drunk- 
enness, or  any  vice  that  may  be  named,  and  I  will  show  you  ten 
clear  cases  wfa^re  this  doctrine  has  had  the  contrary  tendency.  [ 
do  not  doubt  that  there  are  some  Universalists  who  are  eood  citi- 
zens, and  moral  men,  but  they  ace  so  in  spite  of  the  tendencies  of 
their  doctrine.  It  is  because  they  are  restrained  by  other  influen- 
ces, that  their  hearts  are  better  than  their  theology.  But  I  can 
point  ^om  to  scores  of  examples  that  have  come  under  ray  own  ob- 
servation, of  men  who  believing  that  they  were  now  sinners  and 
might  now  be  forgiven,  have  forsaken  their  sins,  believed  in  Christ, 
obtained  pardon,  and  ever  after  led  pious  and  devout  lives,  in  the 
fear  of  God,  and  with  an  eye  single  to  his  glory.  According  to 
the  tendency  of  Mr.  Austin*s  remarks  last  evening,  we  should  sup« 
pose  all  Universalists  to  be  perfect  pinks  of  parity.  I  do  not  wish 
to  institute  a  comparison  between  tne  moral  condition  of  Universa- 
lists and  others,  but  if  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  pursue  the  subject  in 
that  direction,  I  can  give  him  chapter  and  verse  to  his  heart's  con- 
tent 

The  disposition  Mr.  Attstin  makes  of  my  quot^'on*  to  santam 
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the  potttion  that  j^pel  aalration  embraces  deliveraiwe  from  inet 
and  desenred  punishment,  is  singular  enough.  All  will  recollect 
that  those  passages  were  most  positive — that  there  were  no  ifs,  or 
ands,  about  them — that  they  declared  in  so  many  words,  that  God 
did  in  certain  cases,  punish  less  than  the  iniquities  of  sinners  de- 
served. His  explanation  of  these  passages  was  preceded  by  such 
a  flourish  of  trumpets,  that  my  curiosity  was  not  a  little  excited  ! 
I  began  to  think  perhaps  my  £riend  has  discovered  some  new  and 
unlooked  for  method  of  evading  the  force  of  those  plain  and  posi- 
tive declarations.  Well,  after  securing  tha  attention  of  all,  and 
•reating  great  anxiety  to  hear,  he  brings  out  the  denoument ;  and 
what  was  it  ?  Why,  those  persons  were  smarting  under  the  inflic- 
tions of  divine  punishment,  and  really  supposed  they  had  been 
punished  less  than  they  deserved !  O  wonderful  discovery  ! !  But 
for  the  fact  that  it  is  the  old  stereotyped  exposition  of  Universal- 
ism,  I  should  certainly  recommend  my  friend  to  obiams^copy-rtghi. 
What  miserable  quibbles  the  advocates  of  Universalism  are  obliged 
to  resort  to,  to  give  their  theory,  even  the  semblance  of  truth ! 
Who  but  a  Uaiversalist  would  have  invented  such  an  interpreta- 
tion of  these  passages;  and  what  system  but  Univernalism,  requires 
such  a  species  of  theological  jugglery  ?  How  absurd — "  smarting 
under  the  inflictions  of  divine  justice,  they  conclude  they  have  betrn 
punished  less  than  they  deserve."  The  gentleman  is  fond  of  lea- 
soninc  from  the  family  circle  to  the  government  of  God,  when  it 
suits  his  purpose.  Does  he  find  anything  in  the  paternal  govern- 
ment to  connrm  this  chimerical  notion  ?  Does  the  disobedient  and 
Jierverse  child,  smaning  under  the  inflictions  of  the  rod,  deduce 
rom  his  punishment,  the  conclusion  that  he  has  not  been  punished 
half  enough  i 

I  will  next  notice  the  ^ntleman's  scripture  proofs  for  the  doc- 
trine that  Grod  never  forgives  punidtment.  He  presented  a  list  of 
passages  which  go  to  say,  that  **  God  will  render  to  every  man  ac- 
cording to  bis  deeds,"  and  that  **  there  is  no  respect  of  persons 
with  &hL"  All  this  I  -cordially  admit.  So  far  from  denying  this, 
I  laid  it  down  at  the  commencement  of  this  debate,  as  one  of  the 
five  principles  which  govern  the  administration  of  law,  and  divine 
punishment,  that  when  the  law  is  violated,  there  is  no  power  in  the 
tinner  to  escape  the  punishment,  nor  does  the  law  itself  provide  a 
remedy.  Mr.  Austin  has  not  taken  the  slightest  notice  of  these 
principles,  and  yet  undertakes  to  prove  from  scripture  what  I  not 
only  admit,  but  took  considerable  pains  to  state  in  a  clear  and  con- 
eise  manner:  that  God  '*  will  render  to  every  man  according  to  his 
works.**  Here  we  have  another  of  my  f riend*s  controversial  tricks. 
In  the  same  connection,  I  stated  that  the  penalty  of  the  law  would 
be  inflicted  upon  the  sinner  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts,  unless 
the  law -giver,  or  governmental  power  should  resort  to  some  expedi- 
ent that  would  satisfy  justice,  and  snpport  good  eovemment,  while 
the  sinner  becomes  the  subject  of  clemency.    I  further  stated  that 
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this  expedient  is  fonhd  in  the  gOstoel,  and  ddetrine  of  atbDeittent. 
The  sinner  can  only  crscap^  tlirougti  Christ,  who  is  the  propitiatfon 
far  sins,  **  to  declare  the  ri^eoosness  of  Qod  in  the  remission  of 
fins  fAof  are  past — that  he  mije;fat  he  jast  and  the  justifi^r  ai  him  that 
beliereth  in  Jesns."  Mf  frrend  attempts  to  sustain  his  atgoment 
against  me,  and  to  prove  that  Qod  nevfer  forgives  in  the  sense  of 
remitting  punishment,  by  thos^  pasi^ges  of  scripture  #hich  declare 
that  erery  man  shall  receive  "  acco^ing  to  his  ways,"  and  that 
God  "  wm  by  no  me^^  clear  the  guilty."  The  fallacy  of  this  ar- 
gument lies  in  supposii^  these  d^larations  absolute,  and  tnicondi- 
tional,  whereas  they  afe  all  associated  with  conditions,  expressed 
or  implied.  TV)  be  cohrinced  of  this,  it  will  only  be  necevsary  to 
consider  two  or  three  of  them,  as  examples  of  the  rectt.  Take  the 
passage  from  Proterbs — "though  h^d  rbin  in  hand  the  wicked 
shall  not  b^  unpunished :"  the  sam6  Terse  adds — *'  bnt  the  »eed  of 
thd  rirhteous  shiaH  be  delivered :"  Delivered  from  what  ?  Why, 
from  Sie  punishment  inflicted  on  the  stubborn  and  wilful,  who  join 
hands  in  their  course  of  iniquity.  Equally  easy  is  it  to  dispose  of 
the  passage  taken  from  Exodus  34th  chapter.  **  Tlie  Lord  God,  mer- 
ciful and  gracious,  long-sufiering  and  abundant  in  goodness  and 
truth,  keeping  mercy  for  thousands,  forgiving  inlqtiity  transgres- 
ftion  and  sin,  and  that  will  by  no  means  clear  the  guilty.'*  llie  plain 
meaning  of  this  passage  is,  that  those  who  repetit  and  ttttn  to  God 
by  reformation  and  submission  to  his  will,  shall  obtiin  his  pardon- 
ing mercy,  while  those  who  persevere  in  their  guilty  counto,  will 
be  held  responsible  and  punisned  atocordinglj^.  So  Moses  under- 
stood it  at  the  time,  for  he  immediately  bowed  before  God  and  said 
— *'  0  Lord,  pardon  our  iniquity,  and  our  sin,  and  tidce  us  for  thine 
inheritance."  Jeremiah  says  *<  God  will  give  every  man  according 
to  hie  ways  f  but  the  same  propbet  also  dedares,  God  will  pardon 
the  iniquity  of  his  people,  when  they  return  to  him.  Isaiah  en- 
courages the  "  wicked  man  to  forsake  his  ways,  and  the  unright- 
eous man  his  thoughts,"  from  the  consideration,  that  if  he  does  so, 
"  God  will  abundantly  pardon"  htm.  The  gtiilty  are  those  who 
are  not  only  sinful,  but  persist  in  their  course,  rejecting  the  o&rs 
of  reconciliation :  and  the  above  passages  prove  that  for  such  there 
is  no  escape :  but  they  prove  with  equsll  clearness,  that  those  who 
repent  and  forsake  sin,  snail  find  a  fr^e  and  full  pardon .  Thus  you 
see,  the  whole  strength  of  my  friend's  scriptursu  argument  rests  oh 
a  pervetsioQ  of  certun  texts  of  scripture,  concerning  Who^  mean- 
inghe  aa^ames everything  and  proves  nothing;. 

One  point  more.  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  invdlV'fe  me  in  dltteult^ 
00  thegrooiid  thkt  I  teach  the  justification  of  the  ungodly;  and  he 
quotes  aisaiiiit  me  a  pAf^e  Wnich  declares :  "  He  that  justifies  the 
ungodly  is  ao  abomination  td  the  Lord."  The  doctrine  of  this  pas- 
sag^  ia»  tltit  ht  who  Jastlfids,  or  encourages  the  ungodly  (o  con- 
tiniM  xa^joiSljt  okj^rietttt  in  his  rebellion,  "  is  an  abonuiiation  to 
the  LOTd>    Btft  tJUi  ift  a  yerjr  diff^Yeht  thing  from  the  jdsllfic^UoXi 
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of  the  repenting  sinner  by  the  faUk  of  Christ,  and  he  knows  it : 
and  yet  it  afforded  him  an  opportunity  to  exhibit  that  peculiar  arti- 
fice for  which  he  is  so  distinguished,  and  as  usual,  he  improved  iU 
As  to  justifying  the  ungodly,  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood 
by  this  audience,  that  I  teach  that  he  who  is  now  ungodly,  may  if 
he  will  repent,  and  by  faith  receive  Christ  as  his  present  Sayior,  be 
justified,  or  acquitted  from  guilt  and  condemnation,  and  have  peace 
with  God  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  If  Mr.  Austin  is  dis- 
posed to  dispute  this,  he  must  settle  the  question  with  Luke  and 
PauL  Acts  xiii.  38. :  "  And  by  him  all  that  believe  are  justified 
from  all  things  from  which  ye  could  not  be  justified  by  the  Law  of 
Moses.'*  To  suit  Universahsm,  this  passage  ought  to  read — by  him 
we  are  punished  for  all  things  for  which  we  could  not  be  pumshed 
by  the  Law  of  Moses.  Here  is  the  doctrine  of  justification  for  the 
ungodly.  The  same  doctrine  is  found  most  clearly  in  Rom.  iii.  25 
-26. :  "  To  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that 
are  po«<,  through  the/or6earance  of  God ;  •  •  •  That  he  might 
be  just  and  the  justiner  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus."  The  plain 
meaning  of  this  passage  is,  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Christ  in  his 
advent  to  our  world,  to  open  the  way  through  which  the  sinner 
might  return  to  Grod — and  by  his  atonement  make  it  possible  for  God 
to  justify,  pardon,  and  save  the  sinner,  in  harmony  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  justice.  Besides,  I  should  be  glad  to  know  who  are  to  be 
justified  if  the  ungodly  are  not  Not  the  godly,  certainly,  for  they 
need  no  j  ustification.  The  ungodly  alone  are  proper  subjects  of  jus- 
tification. Christ  **  came  not  to  call  the  righteous,  but  sinners  to 
repentance."  If  you  wish  proof  still  more  directly  in  point,  you 
may  find  it  in  Rom.  iv.  4-5. :  **  Now  to  him  that  worketh  is  the  re- 
ward not  reckoned  of  ^race,  but  of  debt ;  but  to  him  that  workeUi 
not,  but  believeth  on  him  thai  justifieth  the  ungodly,  his  faith  isac- 
'  counted  for  righteousness." — [Time  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FIFTH  REPLY.] 

Brother  Moderators : — The  audience,  and  the  public  generally, 
will  of  course  understand  that  it  is  impossible,  in  a  debate  of  this 
description,  during  the  limited  time  allotted  to  the  speaker,  to  no- 
tice all  the  assertions  that  may  be  made  by  an  opponent.  As  for 
myself » I  shall  endeavor  in  the  hest  exercise  of  my  judgment  to  take 
up  such  arguments  and  declarations  of  my  friend  opposite  as  I  deem 
the  most  important.  In  regard  to  those  l  do  not  notice,  I  beg  to  be 
understood  as  omitting  them,  simply  because  they  are  least  worthy 
of  attention ;  and  because,  moreover,  I  can  safely  trust  the  eood 
sense  of  an  enlightened  public  to  detect  their  fallacy.  If  my  oro- 
ther  on  the  other  side,  can  do  better  than  this — if  he  can  find  an 
opportunity  to  notice  all  I  shall  say  against  his  system,  during  this 
duicussion-^he  assuredly  shall  have  the  advantage  of  it. 
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£hler  Holmes  has  referred  to  my  remarks  last  eyenuiff  to  tbe 
younz.  He  calls  them  baseless  arguments,  and  indeed  is  disposed 
to  maSce  merry  over  them — insisting  that  upon  the  whole,  they  were 
qaite  laughable.  It  was  a  matter  of  glee  to  him  that  young  men 
should  be  taught  of  the  certainty  of  the  chastisement  of  guilt — 
should  be  instructed  that  the  government  of  God  is  so  organized, 
that  the  man  who  sins,  cannot  by  any  possibility  escape  from  just 
and  deserred  punishment.  While  I  was  engaged  in  reading  God*s 
fiolemn  admonitions  to  men,  of  the  certainty  of  punishment — that 
**  though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shsul  not  be  unpunished," 
he,  it  would  seem,  was  inclined  to  laugh  in  utter  incredulity.  Of 
course,  he  would  have  the  young  imitate  him  m  this  respect,  and 
laugh  too,  when  the  voice  of  God  is  sounding  in  their  ears — "  I 
will  by  no  means,  clear  the  guilty."  Well,  every  man  to  his  taste. 
To  me,  this  is  no  laughing  matter.  The  declarations  of  Heaven,  on 
any  subject,  especially  one  so  vitally  connected  with  human  good, 
as  the  doctrine  of  the  indissoluble  connection  between  sin  and  its 
punishment,  are  too  sacred,  too  important,  to  excite  merriment  in 
my  heart  If  there  is  any  doctrine  which  can  make  the  sinfvd 
lau^h  and  rejoice,  it  is  that  for  which  my  opponent  is  now  con- 
tending ;  that  they  can  sin  through  life  without  punishment — repent 
at  death — and  enter  at  once  upon  the  endless  joys  of  saints  and 
aneels  in  Heaven !  I 

He  refers  to  my  assertion,  that  according  to  his  doctrine,  I  could 
with  impunity,  destroy  the  lives  of  this  entire  audience,  and  escape 
all  punishment.  Well,  is  it  not  so  ?  Suppose  I  should  slay  this 
congregation — does  not  his  system  assure  me  that  by  repenting  of 
the  crime,  I  can  avoid  its  punishment  ?  I  therefore  repeat  that  there 
is  a  way  opened  by  his  doctrine  for  me  to  commit  such  a  crime  with 
impunity,  and  yet  escape  every  particle  of  penalty,  and  be  as  happy 
as  the  best  saint  that  has  ever  uved  on  earth. 

He  insists  that  his  doctrine  tells  the  young  that  if  thev  do  not 
repent,  there  is  a  severe  and  awful  punishment  in  store  lor  them. 
Ah,  yes !  "  IF  "  they  do  not  repent !  That  if,  opens  a  wide  door. 
The  young  will  readily  comprehend  this,  and  take  full  advantage 
of  it !  They  mean  to  repent,  when  they  can  sin  no  longer,  and 
when  repentance  becomes  necessary  for  their  safety  !  They  are 
looking  to  this  very  provision  for  escape  when  tney  see  peril  ap- 
proaching. Will  such  a  doctrine  have  any  permanent  restraint 
upon  them  ?    It  cannot. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  come  to  them,  and  in  the  language  of  the 
Bible,  impress  upon  them  the  certainty  of  penalty.  I  preach  to 
them  God*s  holy  word  of  truth,  that  as  surely  as  they  sin,  they  will 
receive  a  iust  punishment  for  it,  and  that  there  is  no  escape,  no 
salvation  from  that  punishment.  Who  can  fail  to  see  that  such  a 
doctrine  must  have  a  far  more  restraining  effect  on  the  youthful 
and  inexperienced,  than  that  which  assures  them  that  they  can  sin 
and  avoid  punishment.  ^| 
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The  Elder  brings  up  the  old  case  of  the  prisoner  shooting  the 
sheritf  and  going  to  heaven  immediately.  T  am  disappointed  that  a 
fl^ntleraan  of  the  candor  and  intelligence  of  my  opponent,  should  al- 
K)W  himself  to  fall  into  so  marked  a  misrepresentanon  of  Universalism 
as  he  must  have  known  this  to  be.  The  denomination  of  Universa- 
lists  do  not  entertain  any  views  of  this  description.  They  do  not  be- 
lieve any  man  will  enter  Heaven  until  he  is  fully  prepared  for  that 
high  abode,  by  an  instructive,  purifying,  reconciling  process.  The 
very  object  of  the  advent  of  Christ,  and  the  establishment  of  his  Me- 
diatorial reign,  was  to  prepare  men  for  heaven — not  to  send  sinners 
there  with  all  their  iniquities  on  their  shoulders.  All  representa- 
tions of  the  kind  alluded  to,  are  utter  perversions  of  our  views,  and 
show  either  great  ignorance^  or  a  wicked  disposition  to  falsify  the 
truth,  in  those  who  make  them ! ! 

He  says  I  told  young  men  it  was  an  awful  thing  to  believe  in  re- 

r^ntance !  or  that  they  should  repent.  I  made  no  such  assertion, 
believe  as  strongly  in  the  necessity  of  repentance  as  my  brother 
opposite.  But  I  insist  it  is  an  awful  thing  for  young  men  to  be 
taught  from  the  pulpit,  and  made  to  believe  that  by  repentance  they 
can  escape  all  the  punishment  due  their  crimes.  This  is  both  an 
awful  and  demoralizing  thing.  Nothing  more  surely  leads  them 
to  wickedness  I 

The  gentleman  has  also  said  something  of  my  being  afraid  of 
deep  water,  in  touching  his  argument.  I  am  glad  to  be  informed 
by  my  friend  himself  that  there  t«  deep  water  there,  for  assuredly 
I  should  not  have  been  able  to  detect  that  fact  in  any  other  manner. 
He  also  insists  I  am  afraid  of  distinct  propositions  a,nd  close  reason- 
ing. I  would  suggest  it  is  rather  an  early  stase  of  our  discussion 
to  indulge  in  a  fling  of  this  description.  It  will  become  abundantly 
apparent  daring  our  progress,  how  well  grounded  the  charge  is. 
Let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  audience  to  what  he  denominates 
close  reasoning,  and  the  deep  water  in  which  his  craft  sails.  He 
gives  it  to  us  in  the  form  of  one  of  Luther  Lee*s  syllogisms,  bor- 
rowed without  credit : 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  from  sin  and  then  punished. 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  and  punished  at  the  same  time. 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  after  they  have  been  punished  all  they 
deserve. 

The  construction  of  a  syllogism  is  a  favorite  way  to  conceal 
iophistrif.  In  this  case,  the  sophistry  is  too  evident  to  deceive  even 
a  child.  It  consists  in  taking  for  granted  the  exact  thing  in  dispute, 
and  which  should  be  proved,  viz :  that  gospel  salvation  is  from 
punishment.  This  I  deny.  The  whole  tenor  of  the  gospel  shows 
that  salvation  is  from  sin,  and  not  from  punishment.  Hence,  the 
iVllogism  is  stripped  of  all  force,  and  becomes  simply  ridiculous  ! 
pinners  can  be  saved  from  sin  after  they  have  been  punished  all 
they  deserve.    Indeed  they  cannot  be  saved  until  tkey  are  punished 
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ftll  tbey  deserve ;  for  panishmeot  is  one  of  the  means  bj  which 
they  are  bronght  to  salvation  from  f«in. 

Does  the  hearer  see  any  deev  water  here  ?  To  me  the  water  ap- 
pears exceedingly  shallow !  I  beg  the  audience  to  keep  the  soph- 
istry attempteoto  be  imposed  upon  them  by  this  syllogism,  in  mind 
hereafter,  as  we  shall  undoubtedly  be  treated  to  many  more  of  these 
hair-splitting  arguments.  They  are  the  metaphysician's  slimpsy 
crutches,  designed  to  help  along  a  limping  theory  ! 

Elder  Holmes  has  made  an  attempt  to  mvalidate  the  strength  of 
the  passages  I  introduced  last  evening,  in  proof  of  the  absolute  eer- 
tainty  of  punishment.  He  says  they  are  all  associated  with  con  • 
ditions,  expressed  or  understood.  This  I  distinctly  deny.  After 
an  individual  becomes  guilty  of  sin,  there  are  do  conditions  ex- 
pressed in  the  Bible,  upon  which  he  shall  or  shall  not  be  punished. 
(lod*s  declarations  are  positive  on  this  subject.  What  can  be 
farther  removed  from  all  conditions,  than  the  assertion  :  '*  Though 
hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  SHALL  NOT  be  unpunished !"  He 
strives  to  do  away  with  the  force  of  thier  declaration,  by  Quoting 
the  remainder  of  the  verse :  "  But  the  seed  of  the  righteous  shall  b6 
delivered.'*  Did  God  in  this  sentence,  design  to  contradict  his  own 
assertion  just  made,  and  say  that  he  has  contrived  a  way  by  which 
the  wicked  may  go  unpunished  ?  No.  In  the  lalter  portion  of  the 
passage  it  is  simply  asserted,  that  *<  the  seed  of  the  nghteous"— in 
other  words,  those  who  obey  God — shall  not  experience  the  wretch- 
edness which  comes  upon  the  sinful.  His  elforts  to  nullify  the  sol- 
emn declaration  that  "  God  will  by  Tiornean^  clear  the  guilty"  were 
equally  fruitless.  He  says  the  passage  means  that  lliose  who  re- 
pent, shall  receive  mercy  and  be  saved  from  punishment.  The  lan- 
guage neither  asserts,  nor  intimates  any  thing  of  the  kind.  If  it  did, 
then  it  would  overthrow  the  very  truth  it  was  designed  to  establish, 
and  prove  that  there  vjere  means,  by  which  God  would  dear  the 
guilty  f  The  prayer  of  Moses  which,  succeeds  the  passage  under 
consideration,  does  not  countenance,  in  the  slightest  degree,  the 
sentiment  in  support  of  which  the  Elder  introduced  it.  Moses  pra3's 
that  the  iniquities  and  sins  of  the  Israelites  may  be  pardoned — that 
is,  removed,  blotted  out — and  not  that  the  just  punishment  due  past 
transgressions,  might  be  remitted. 

I  desire  to  notice  briefly,  the  criticism  of  Mr.  Holmes  on  Gala. 
iii.  13-—'*  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  Law,  be- 
ing made  a  curse  for  us."  In  my  second  speech  I  contended  that 
**  the  Law,"  referred  to  in  this  passage,  was  the  Levitical  Law  of 
Moses,  and  not  the  great  moral  law  of  God.  My  friend  insists  this 
cannot  be,  inasmuch  as  the  Epistle  was  addressed  to  the  Galatians, 
who  were  Gentiles  and  could  know  nothing  about  the  Ceremonial 
Law.  It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  my  friend,  who  deals  so 
roach  in  deev  water,  should  attempt  to  raise  an  objection  of  this 
character.  It  was  a  step  in  the  dark,  made  at  hazard, and  witho "' 
forethought.     Does  not  a  man  of  his  learning  know  that  there 
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Jews  at  Galatia,  and  tliat  many  of  tbem  as  well  as  of  the  CrentUes, 
had  become  Christians,  when  St.  Paul  wrote  this  epistle  ?  If  he 
doubts  this,  let  me  gire  him  some  authority  on  the  subject,  which 
he  will  not  dispute.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says,  in  reference  to  the 
Epistle  to  the  Galatians :  **  From  the  complexion  of  this  Epistle,  it 
appears  to  have  been  written  to  the  Jews^  who  were  dispersed  in 
GaJatia.** — [Prefau  to  Galatians.']  Our  Methodist  friends  can  take 
their  choice  between  Dr.  Clarke  and  Elder  Holmes. 

That  the  Apostle  throughout  the  Epistle  treats  largely  of  the 
Ceremonial  Law  of  the  Jews,  must  be  evident  to  every  intelligent 
reader,  from  the  entire  current  of  his  language.  In  this  I  am  sup- 
ported by  all  commentators,  except  Elder  Holmes.  *'  These  Gala- 
tians,** says  Dr.  Clarke,  [Preface  to  (ralatians.}  *'  were  doubtless 
converted  by  St.  Paul.  But  after  his  departure  from  them,  some 
teachers  had  ffot  in  among  them,  who  endeavored  to  persuade  them, 
and  succestftuly  too,  that  they  should  be  circumcised  and  keep  the 
Mosaic  Law.  And  the  Apostle  labors  to  bring  them  back  from  the 
errors  of  these  false  teachers.'*  A  knowledge  of  these  facts,  (of 
which  my  friend  seems  deficient,)  will  show  that  there  was  great 
necessity  that  St.  Paul  should  write  to  the  Galatians  in  regard  to 
the  Ceremonial  Law;  and  good  evidence  that  he  referred  especially 
to  that  Law,  when  he  declared  Christ  had  redeemed  them  from  '*  the 
curse  of  the  Law.**  This  is  farther  evident  from  the  fact,  that  four 
verses  (v.  17,)  from  that  under  consideration,  the  Apostle  informs 
us,  the  Law,  to  which  he  refers,  was  that  delivered  to  the  Israel- 
ites 430  years  after  the  covenant  made  with  Abraham.  What 
Law  was  that  ?  Necessarily  the  Ceremonial  Law  established  at  the 
commencement  of  the  Mosaic  dispensation. 

I  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  thejifth  argument  in  the  af- 
firmative. It  is  drawn  from  *'  Forgiveness,  Pardon,  and  Repen- 
tance.'* Universalists  believe  as  strongly  as  any  other  Christian 
denomination,  in  the  doctrine  of  forgiveness  and  remission  of  sins, 
and  look  upon  it  as  based  on  the  most  beautiful  attributes  of  the 
Divine  Grovernment.  What  is  the  nature  of  forgiveness,  as  applica- 
ble to  the  government  of  a  perfect  God  ?  In  other  words — What  is 
forgiven  ?  My  friend  declares  it  is  the  just  and  deserved  pun* 
ishment  due  the  sinner.  Here  we  differ.  I  maintain  that  it  is  the 
«in,  the  offence,  and  not  the  punishment  due  the  sinner,  that  is  for- 
given or  remitted.  No  one  can  fail  to  see  a  wide  distinction  here. 
Forgiving  or  remitting  punishment,  is  to  screen  a  guilty  soul  from 
that  infliction  of  pain  or  chastisement,  which  justice,  equity  and 
right  demand,  and  which  the  good^  the  reformation  of  the  sinner, 
require.  I  have  already  shown  that  to  allow  the  guilty  thus  to  es- 
cape what  justice  and  right  require,  would  be  doing  that  which 
is  palpably  wrong  and  unjust,  and  moreover,  injurious  to  the  guilty 
themselves.  Hence,  this  theory  which  charges  such  injustice, 
wrong  and  injury  on  the  government  of  a  holy  and  just  God,  must 
heJaUe,    The  doctrine  of  forgiveness  oi  punxshtnent,  is  singularly 
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nnscriptina].  I  wish  the  aadieoc«  to  understand,  that  the  Bihle 
never  in  a  sinele  instance,  connects  the  words/orgivenefyand  puti' 
i^ment,  to^mer.  It  is  a  remarkable  fact  indeed,  if  the  scriptare 
writers  desired  to  teach  the  doctrine  that  God  would  save  men 
from  just  and  deserved  punishment,  that  they  did  not  say  so  in  dis- 
tinct language,  and  make  the  declaration  so  plain  that  there  could 
be  no  misapprehension  in  regard  to  the  matter.  If  God  meant  to 
teach  that  men  could  be  saved  from  just  punishment,  it  is  remarka- 
ble that  he  should  so  often,  and  in  such  emphatic  terms  declare  the 
absolute  certainty  of  punishment !  How  are  those  things  to  be  re- 
conciled ?  For  instance,  the  Bible  declares :  "  The  soul  mat  sinneth 
it  thall  die."  *'  Woe  unto  the  wicked,  it  shall  be  ill  with  him." 
'*  Though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  mot  be  unpuni^ed." 
**  God  will  by  no  means  clear  the  guilty."  Are  we  to  suppose  the 
Bible  contradicts  itself  ?  Would  my  Brother  make  the  Bible  teach 
two  opposite  doctrines  ? 

*'  What  then,  are  we  to  understand  by  the  **  forgiveness,"  *'  par- 
don,** and  *'  remission"  of  sin,  in  the  Bible  sense  of  these  terms, 
and  as  applicable  to  the  perfect  government  of  a  holy  and  just  God  ? 
To  forgive,  pardon,  or  to  remit  sms,  is  to  wipe  out  the  remembranu  of 
sin,  and  not  to  lay  up  the  fact  of  the  sinner's  guilt,  to  be  held  as  a 
continual  charge  aj^mst  him.  It  is  to  restore  one  who  has  sinned 
— ^broken  the  divine  law — to  the  favor  and  approbation  of  God, 
which  he  had  lost  by  his  transgressions.  It  is  to  have  the  trans- 
gressor brought  back  to  the  same  standing  in  the  estimation  of  the 
Judge  of  all,  that  he  was  m  before  he  sinned.  When  a  creature  ' 
possessing  a  moral  nature  and  a  conscience,  does  a  wrong,  an  evil, 
against  any  being,  he  feels  there  rests  in  the  bosom  of  the  one 
sinned  against,  a  disapprobation,  a  condemnation,  of  his  deeds. 
The  consciousness  of  this  fact,  makes  him  unhappy,  and  that  unhap- 
piness  is  in  exact  accordance  with  the  goodness  of  the  being  thus 
sinned  against,  and  the  favors  and  blessings  received  from  him. 
Now  for  an  offender  to  be  forgiven,  is  to  be  assured  by  the  being 
against  whom  he  has  sinned,  that  he  has  wiped  out  the  offence,  re- 
stored him  to  his  approbation,  and  esteems  him  as  highly  as  he  did 
before  the  sin  was  committed.  This — and  no  more,  and  no  less — 
is  the  scripture  doctrine  of  forgiveness. 

On  what  terms  does  God  forgive  sinners  ?  I  answer-— on  sincere, 
heart-felt  repentance.  Not  sorrow  because  sin  sjubjects  to  punish- 
ment merely.  This  is  a  spurious  kind  of  repentance,  which  I  sin- 
cerely believe  is  the  character  of  a  great  portion  of  the  so  called 
repentance  in  the  Christian  world.  It  is  the  kind  of  repentance 
experienced  bv  those  who  declare  that  if  it  was  not  for  the  fear  of 
Eternal  Punishment,  they  would  lie,  steal,  murder,  and  indulge  in 
every  species  of  immorality.  This  spurious  repentance  is  denomi- 
nated by  the  schools  attrition,  in  contradistinction  to  contrition,  or 
genuine  reoentance.  In  the  Bible  sense,  and  the  only  true  sense, 
repentaoce  is  a  heart-felt,  harrowing  regret— a  deep  feeling  oi  6\iAniQ  t 
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and  remofsfe— not  that  we  haVfe  dbne  that  \^hich  stibjectli  us  to  pun- 
ishment— (for  the  man  who  experiences  genuine  repentance,  will 
not  seek  to  avoid  punishment,  but  is  ^lad  that  it  is  laid  upon  him) 
— but  that  we  have  violated  laws  so  wise,  holy,  pdre,  good  and  be- 
nevolent; so  designed  for  our  own  best  good,  asMhose  of  God — a 
bitter  sorrow  that  we  have  sinned  against,  and  gained  the  disappro- 
bation of  a  b^ing  so  kind,  just  and  benevolent,  as  our  Father  iit 
Heaven  !  Such  a  sense  of  shame  and  regret  as  leads  us  to  HAT£l 
sin  and  evil  forever  after  1 !  This  alone  is  genuine  r^pentatice. 
When  the  soul  experiences  this  true  repentance,  God  will  blot  out 
the  remembrance  of  the  sins  committed.  This  is  proved  by  the 
language  of  Peter :  **  Repent  ye  therefore,  and  be  converted,  that 
your  stns  may  be  blotted  out  when  the  times  of  refreshing  shall 
come  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord."— {Acts  iii.  19.)  Mark,  the 
language  is  not — Repent  and  be  converted,  that  you  may  be  saved 
from  the  punishment  due  your  sins,  but  that  your  sins  themselves, 
may  be  blotted  out  ? 

What  induces  true  repentance .'  It  is  pain,  anguish,  sorrow — or 
in  other  words,  punishment^  min^Yed  with  a  sense  of  the  goodness 
of  the  being  whose  wise  and  benevolent  laws  we  have  broken. 
No  man  can  seriously  repent  of  sin  without  being  strongly  con- 
vinced of  the  enormity  of  the  crimes  he  has  committed,  by  a  sense 
of  the  goodness,  beauty,  sublimity  and  value  of  the  principles  he 
has  violated,  and  of  the  kindness,  equity  and  benevolence  of  the 
God  against  whom  he  has  sinned.  This  sense  of  the  nature  of  his 
deeds,  fills  his  heart  with  bitter  regret,  wrings  his  soul  with  cutting 
anguish,  and  destroys  for  the  time  being,  all  his  peace  and  happi- 
ness !  And  what  is  this  state  of  the  heart,  but  punishment,  and  that 
too,  of  the  most  severe  character  ?  What  pain  can  compare  with 
the  upbraidings  and  gnawings  of  a  guilty  conscience,  filled  with  a 
sense  of  the  enormity  of  crime  ?  Thus,  it  will  be  seen,  repentance 
is  induced  by  punishment. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  punishment  ~otef{/?ar^,  or  bodily^,  and  in- 
ward, or  mental.  Outward  punishment  consists  in  inflicting  pains, 
sufferings,  and  chastisements  of  a  physical  character — subjecting 
men  to  deprivations,  looses  and  alHictions  of  a  worldly  nature. 
This,  when  faithfully  and  wisely  administered,  leads  to  a  deep  and 
mature  reflection  on  the  nature  and  heinousness  of  the  crimes  com- 
mitted, resulting  in  a  conviction  of  ^uilt,  which  leads  to  a  sincere 
repentatice.  Such  a  repentance  entitles  them  to  the  forgiveness,  or 
blotting  out  the  remembrance  of  their  sins,  and  a  restoration  to  th§ 
favor  of  God.  Thus  Jonah  speaks  of  the  influence  of  outward  pun- 
ishment inflicted  on  him :  "  When  my  soul  fainted  within  me, 
[while  enduring  punishment  in  the  belly  of  the  whale,]  I  remem- 
bered  the  Lord,  [was  brought  to  reflection,]  and  my  prayer  [of  re- 
pentance] came  in  unto  thee,  into  the  holy  temple." — (Jonah  ii.  7.) 

Inward  or  mental  punishment,  is  that  sorrow,  regret,  and  anguish, 
wA/cb  IS  very  often  experienced  by  the  guilty,  without  the  inflic- 
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itward,  or  bodily  panUhment.    In  such  cases,  bodily  pan- 
B  withheld^  being,  unnecessary.    But  still  the  guilty  are 
by  that  internal  anguish  which  wrings  their  hearts.    The 
mt  does  not  inflict  bodily  chastisement  on  a  disobedient 
en  he  sees  it  truly  penitent  and  sorrowful.     But  the  child 
unpunished.    There  is  a  severe  punishment  experienced 
pish  which  preys  upon  him,  under  a  sense  of  his  blind- 
ingratitude  in  violating  the  requirements  of  a  kind,  watch- 
rovident  Father.     When  the  child,  however,  is  stubborn 
ned,  and  manifests  no  compunctions,  then  the  bodily  pnn- 
\  inflicted  until  sorrow  for  the  crime,  and  repentance  of  its 
IS,  are  induced.     Punishment  then  ceases,  having  brought 
t  of  sin,  which  is  its  great  end  and  aim. 
rod  sometimes  withholds  outward  punishments,  which 
conditionally  threatened,  when  he  sees  that  inward  pun- 
is  done  its  work  alone,  and  induced  true  repentance.     The 
3g  of  outward  punishment,  does  not  save  from  the  inflic- 
ward.    Neither  is  the  outward  withheld  as  a  reward  for 
3.     But  repentance  is  the  fruit  of  the  inward  infliction. 
Ninevites  were  threatened  with  outward  punishment — 
ction  of  their  city — which  was  not  inflicted.     Why?    Be 
y  were  brought  to  repentance,  by  that  invfard  punish- 
it  sorrow  and  grief  for  sin,  which  pressed  upon  them  in 
ce  of  a  deep  sense  of  their  guilt. 

31  considerations  of  this  description;  that  I  insist  repen- 
not  take  the  place  of  punishment,  or  save  from  punish - 
is  the  legitimnte  efiect,  the  direct  result  of  punishment, 
es  forgiveness  or  pardon,  save  from  punishment,  but  is 
r  reward  of  repentance.  Men  are  not  forgiven  because 
been  punished,  but  because  they  have  repented.  And 
;  is  that  frame  of  mind  into  which  the  sinful  are  brought 
le  infliction  of  punishment.  Thus  punishment  leads  to 
i,and  repentance  entities  to  forgiveness, 
of  these  facts,  how  evident  it  becomes  that  the  doctrine 
n  from  punishment,  must  necessarily  be  erroneous.  To 
ler  Uom  punishment,  would  be  to  keep  him  from  repent- 
without  repentance,  there  can  be  no  forgiveness..  Fiom 
re  of  the  human  mind,  no  man  can  truly  repent,  without 
rough  a  mental  chastisement,  which  is  the  severest  pun- 
At  can  be  inflicted  on  intelligent  beings, 
sition  I  have  taken  on  this  subject  is  fully  sustained  by 
ires.  ^  They  shall  teach  no  more  every  man  his  neigh- 
very  man  his  brotht*r,  saying,  know  the  Lord,  for  they 
now  me,  from  the  least  of  them  to  the  greatest  of  them, 
x)rd,  for  I  will  forgive  their  iniquity,  and  I  will  remem- 
n  no  more." — (Jer.  xxxi.  34.)  This  is  true  forgiveness 
embering  their  sins  no  more.  Weigh  the  evidence  of 
agee  where  both  the  forgiveness  and  punishment  of  th« 
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BJaaer  are  declared.  <*  Comfort  ye  my  people,  saith  yoar  God  ; 
speak  ye  comfortably  to  Jerusalem,  and  cry  Huto  her,  that  her  war- 
fare is  accomplished — that  her  iniquity  is  pardoned  ;  for  she  hath 
received  of  die  Lord's  hand  dovJ)le  for  all  her  sins." — (Isa.  xl.  2.) 
Here  is  both  punishment  and  pardon  administered  in  regard  to  the 
same  offences — the  latter  following  the  former.  The  Prodigal  ISon 
{LuLe  XV.  11.]  W9»  forgiven  by  his  father;  but  not  until  he  had 
euifered  severe  punishment,  which  brought  him  to  repentance. 
I  will  resume  this  subject  in  my  next  speech. — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*   SIXTH  SPKECH.] 

Gentlemtn  Moderators: — Mr.  ^istin  repeats  the  fallacy  in  re- 

fird  to  escape  from .  punishment,  in  connection  with  the  remark 
made  on  that  point.  He  says  he  could  slay  this  whole  congrega- 
tion and  then  escape  from  punishment  by  repenting  and  beheving 
in  Christ ;  that  he  would  have  that  in  view  in  committing  the  crime 
and  could  avail  himself  of  the  means  thus  provided  for  salvation 
from  punishment.     Who  except  Mr.  Austin  could  preserve  his 

fravity  while  attempting  to  fix  a  consequence  like  that  described' 
y  him  upon  the  doctnne  of  salvation  from  punishment.  I  am 
suprised  he  should  exhibit  so  little  knowledge -of  the  principles 
and  elements  of  gospel  salvation.  The  deliberate  calculation  which 
be  supposes  he  might  make  before  hand  in  regard  to  repentance 
and  escape  from  punishment,  would  itself  operate  a  forfeiture  of  the 
grace  of  repentance  and  salvation.  No  man  who  forms  a  plan  in 
his  own  mind  to  go  and  commit  a  crime,  to  which  his  depravity 
would  lead  him,  on  supposition  that  he  will  be  able  afterwards 
to  repent,  and  obtain  divine  pardon,  will  be  able  to  carry  out  his 
plan :  he  may  commit  the  crime,  but  the  very  fact  that  he  had  cal- 
culated upon  this  way  of  escape  beforehand,  would  deprive  him  of 
the  power  of  repentance  when  he  most  wished  to  call  it  to  his  aid. 
The  power  of  repentance,  and  grant  of  p^don  under  such  circum- 
stances would,  and  must  be  withheld. 

Can  my  friend  give  me  any  practical  illustrations  of  the  feasibil- 
ity of  his  plan,  provided  it  were  a  reality?  I  can  give  him  one 
attempted,  Dut  not  finished. 

I  remember  reading  of  a  man,  who  having  become  weary  of  the 
world,  and  wishing  to  leave  it,  did  enter  into  a  calculation  similar 
to  that  described  by  Mr.  Austin.  His  plan  was  to  commit  murder, 
be  apprehended,  tried,  condemmed,  and  executed.  In  the  mean 
time  he  intended  to  repent  of  the  crime,  seek  and  secure  pardon, 
and  leave  the  world  in  a  state  of  preparation  for  heaven.  And  that 
he  might  not  send  a  fellow  being  into  eternity  unprepared,  he 
took  the  life  of  an  infant.  Thus  far  his  plan  had  been  formed  with 
deliberation,  and  executed  with  care,    out  the  most  difficult  part 
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nnaiiMd  y«t  to  be  ooiisiimiiiated.  He  must  repent  or  ail  is  lost 
Bet  how  ahali  he  aeqeire  power  to  repent  ?  Alu — he  calM  for 
it,  but  it  came  not  at  bis  biddiii^,  and  in  the  deepest  despair,  and 
ntflMet  horror  of  mind  be  died  in  prieon,  before  tne  day  of  execn- 
tion  arriTed.  Here  we  haTe  a  ease  in  point  showing  the  impmcti- 
cability  of  that  scheme  of  escape  fron  pnnishroent  of  which  my 
friead  speaks,  and  demonstrating  the  falsity  of  bis  view  of  the  doc- 
trine of  ealTation  from  punishment. 

In  the  case  of  the  nan  ehooting  the  sheriff,  Mr.  Anstin  attempts 
to  eonvict  me  of  a  perversion  of  the  doctrine  of  Univeraalism.  I 
and  a  man  might  commit  a  crime  and  then  to  aroid  the  penalty  of 
the  law  mi^t  shoot  the  sheriff  and  take  bis  own  life  and  escape  to 
Hearen.  Whether  he  woald  go  to  Heaven  an^l  sing  with  the  saints 
and  aagels,  woold  depend  npon  whether  there  is  any  fotnre  pnn- 
inhment  for  those  who  die  without  repentance.  Mr.  Austin  refuses 
to  tell  ns  whether  he  beiieves  in  punishment  in  the  future  state, 
and  as  it  is  known  to  be  the  general  doctrine  of  Univerealists  that 
there  is  no  future  punishment,  the  only  conclusion  we  can  come  lo 
is  that  the  sinner  goes  into  an  immediate  state  of  happiness,  hav- 
ing freed  himself  from  the  penalty  of  the  law  by  killing  himself. 
If  Uie  murderer,  and  all  other  classes  of  sinners  do  not  go  to  heaven 
when  &ey  kill  themselves,  or  otherwise  leave  the  world,  Mr. 
Austin  will  confer  a  favor  by  informing  us  where  they  do  go. 
Let  him  provide  some  other  place  for  them  before  he  charges  me 
with  preverting  the  doc^ne  of  Univcrsalism,  in  saving  the  mur- 
derer, on  his  principles,  ends  his  own  life  and  transfers  himself  to 
the  Paradise  of  God. 

I  have  presented  the  ^followin^  argument,  in  proof  of  salvation 
from  punisnment.  On  the  principles  of  Universalism,  sinners  must 
be  saved,  1.  Before  they  are  punished.  2.  At  the  time  they  are 
punished,  t.  Or,  after  they  are  punished  all  they  deserve.  But 
as  all  these  suppositions  involve  absurbity — hence  if  saved  at  all, 
they  must  be  saved  from  punishment.  Mr.  Austin  says  I  obtained 
this  argument  from  F^uther  Lee.  Well  suppose  I  did  ^  What  does 
he  expect  to  make  out  of  it  ?  I  have  read  many  authors  on  Uni- 
versalinn,  though  I  have  copied  none.  But  lias  the  gentleman 
derived  no  assistance  from  others  ?  he  has  certainly  read  Mr.  I.  D. 
Williamson,  or  they  have  both  practiced  plagiarism,  and  drawn 
their  materials  from  the  same  book. 

The  only  way  in  which  my  friend  has  attempted  to  answer  the 
ar|^ument  eiven  above  is  by  asserting  that  the  kust  proposition  con- 
tains a  falucy.  But  has  he  told. us  wherein  that  fallacy  consists  ? 
has  he  pointM  it  out  to  us  ?  Not  at  all — nor  can  he  do  so.  He  as- 
somes  tne  very  point  in  dispute  and  on  that  assumption  calls  the 
last  proposition  in  my  argument  a  sophistry.  What  is  this  point  ? 
Thai  God  does  not  save  men  from  their  sins  without  saving  them 
fran  panidimeat— that  the  one  cannot  be  effected  in  any  consis- 
tam  way  without  the  other  following  as  a  conaeijaence,  aod  \haX 
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men  canaot  he  saved  after  enduring  alJ  the  mmiehinent  they  deaenre. 
I  have  called  Mr.  Austin's  attention  to  this  point  over  and  over 
again,  and  yet  he  has  not  shown  this  andience  how  there  can  be 
such  a  thing  as  salvation  from  sin  without  that  salvation  incladtng 
with  it  necessarily  a  deliverance  from  punishment  Let  him  show 
how  this  may  be  done  if  he  can. 

The  case  of  Galatians  has  been  referred  to  again  by  my  friend, 
but  nothing  that  he  has  said  in  reply  to  my  argument  has  at  all 
removed  the  position  which  I  took.  I  have  never  denied,  but  there 
might  have  oeen  Jews  at  Galatia — ^possibly  there  were,  but  the 
apostle  was  writing  to  the  Gentiles  and  refers  to  *'  the  blessing 
of  Abraham'*  as  being  brought  **  upon  the  Grentiles.*'  Showing 
that  he  was  there  writing  to  the  Gentiles.  And  this  blessing  was 
justification  by  faith,  the  very  opposite  of  the  curse  of  the  law. 
Hence  to  have  this  blessing,  is  to  be  delivered  from  the  curse  of  the 
law  which  existed  in  the  days  of  Abraham,  and  certainly  before 
the  Levitical  Law.  Nor  was  the  law  given  430  years  after  the 
covenant  with  Abraham,  the  Levitical  Law  in  its  seperate  and  inde- 
pendant  character — ^it  was  the  moral  law  of  God,  published  from  the 
top  of  Sinai,  embodied  in  the  ten  commandments,  embraced  in  the 
Mosaic  code,  amplified  and  adapted  to  all  the  relations  of  life — so 
far  as  made  known,  constituting  the  rule  of  moral  action  to  the 
whole  family  of  man  through  out  ail  the  periods  of  their  existance* 
and  summed  up  bv  our  Lord  in  the  following  words,  *'thou  shall  love 
the  Lord  thy  Grod  with  all  thy  heart — and  thy  neighbor  as  thy- 
self." 

As  my  friend  has  alluded  to  Dr.  Clarke  in  connection  with  his 
remarks  on  Gal.  iii.-13. — I  will  give  the  Doctor's  comment  on  that 
verse  •*  Christ  katk  redeemed  us" — "hath  bought,  us  with  a  price,** 
viz.  his  blood  or  life.  Being  made  a  curse  for  tis.  Being  made  an 
atoiiement  for  our  sins :  for  whatever  was  offered  as  an  antonement 
for  sin,  was  considered  as  bearing  the  funisiitnent  due  to  tin :  and 
the  person  who  sufiered  for  transgression  was  considered  as  bear- 
ing tbe  curse  in  his  body. 

Thia  suggests  to  me  the  passage  where  it  is  said — "  he  bore  our 
sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree.*'  My  friend  says  that  the  Bible 
never  speaks  of  forgiveness  and  punishment  both  together.  I  am 
not  sure  of  the  correctness  of  the  remark,  not  having  examined  the 
bible  with  reference  to  that  point,  but  allowing  that  it  is  so,  there 
is  a  very  good  reason  for  it.  The  fact  is  they  involve  each  other 
— and  deliverence  from  punishment  ia  for ^veness.  My  friend  has 
furnished  us  with  an  exposition  of  his  views  of  forgiveness  and 
pardon.  He  has  not  alluded  to  any  standard,  or  established  defini- 
tion, that  I  recollect,  wherein  he  is  sustained  in  any  position  he  has 
taken  in  reference  to  the  meaning  of  these  terms.  Their  defini- 
tion, as  furnished  by  all  standard  dictionaries,  is  directly  contradic- 
tory to  the  idea  that  a  man  can  be  forgiven  or  pardoned,  or  have 
his  sins  remitted  without  being  saved  from  the  punishment  which 
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>  kis  txuagrtsaiom  deseire,    *'  To  restore  men  to  the  faror  of  God 
which  they  have  lost  by  their  traoBgreMion,"  Mr  Austin  says 
m  forgiTeness.     I  should  like  to  know  if  this  is  not  a  eontiadictioii 
of  all  he  has  said  on  this  question.     Men  lose  the  favor  of  God 
hy  their  tcansffression ;  and  is  not  that  loss  one  of  the  eonseqaen- 
en  of  sin,  and  a  part  of  its  punishment  ?    Is  it  no  punishnnent  for 
a  Ban  to  lose  the  faror  of  God  ?    And  yet  he  tells  us  that  forgive- 
Bess,  is  to  be  rettored  to  the  favor  of  God  which  has  been  lost  by 
trsnsgieseion.    The  loss  of  divine  favor  is  one  of  the  consequences 
of  sia,  and  a  part  of  its  punishment :  that  which  restores  divine  favor 
to  the  stnoer  removes  the  puuishment  of  sin.    Mr.  Austm  says 
fetgiveness  restores  what  transgression  lost :  therefore  the  gentle- 
man himself  being  judge,  forgiveness  delivers  from  deterved  fun^ 
vkment.    Verily  I  did  not  expect  my  friend  would  thus  Msily 
yiekl  the  point  for  which  be  has  contended  so  stoutly. 

On  the  nature  of  repentance  much  of  what  Mr.  Austin  has  said 
is  well  enough,  it  would  harmonize  very  well  with  my  own  views. 
Let  me  say  however,  it  never  existed  in  the  sinners  mind  as  a  fruit 
of  Unlversalism.  I  venture  to  assert,  that  no  individual  in  the  full 
belief  of  the  doctrine  that  men  do,  and  must  expiate  their  sins  by 
personal  sufiering,  was  ever  known  to  exercise  the  feelings  des- 
cribed by  Mr.  Austin.  Let  a  man  be  exercised  in  this  way,  and 
he  can  no  more  be  a  Universalist  than  an  Infidel.  He  possesses 
an  element  of  saving  faith,  and  if  he  yields  to  its  moral  influence, 
he  will  be  led  to  Christ,  and  through  the  channel  of  mercy,  ex- 
perience the  fruits  of  his  forgiving  power.  In  connecting  evan^ 
gdi€al  repentance  with  Uniyersalism,  my  friend  has  given  another 
specimen  of  his  peculiar  artifice.  But  we  might  as  well  expect  to 
'*  gather  grapes  of  thorns,  or  figs  of  thistles,"  as  that  such  repen- 
tsoee  should  flow  from  such  principles. 

Lest  I  should  not  have  time  to  refer  to  my  other  argumehts,  I  will 
do  it  now.  My  eleventh  arguynent  is  founded  on  the  fact,  that  if 
the  sinner  is,  and  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts, 
his  punishment  is  so  indefinite  as  to  time,  place  and  means,  that  it 
is  unworthy  of  the  government  of  Gkxl,  and  exerts  no  moral  influ- 
ence on  his  subjects.  If  the  sinner  is  punished  for  his  sins,  he 
does  not  know  the  time  when,  the  place  where,  nor  the  means  by 
which  this  puaishment  has  been  effected.  In  many  cases  he  not 
oolv  remains  in  entire  ignorance  of  these  important  facts,  but  en- 
tirely incredulous  as  to  the  whole  operation.  Such  is  the  case  with 
the  Adicast,  the  Infidel,  and  the  great  mass  of  the  ungodly,  who  die 
in  a  state  of  impenitency.  Ask  them  if  they  do  not  know  that 
they  have  been  tried,  judged  and  punished,  for  all  their  sins  against 
God ;  and  they  will  answer,  *'  no,  I  know  nothing  of  it.  When, 
how,  and  whm,  was  this  done  and  I  not  know  it  ?  I  do  not  so 
Dueh  as  believe  there  is  a  God,  how  then  can  I  know  of  his  judg- 
ment and  puttiriiment  V*  Now  supposing  he  has  been  punished 
for  hM  sins,  what  good  has  it  done }    Where  is  the  moral  influence 
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vpoti  his  mind  ?    Is  such  an  administralioB  worthy  of  God  ?    Birt 
take  the  taee  of  a  living,  active  sinner,  and  many  such  tbeie  ate* 
who  neither   fear  God  nor  regard  man.     Suppose  he    has  been 
a   profane   awearer   and   sabbath  breaker,  right  straight   slote 
for  twenty  years,  without  intermption ;  we  would  suppose  that  u 
God  punished  the  sinner  according  to  hiti  sins  in  this  world,  this 
man  woald  know  something  about  it  by  this  time,  bat  what  is  the 
fact  ?    Ask  him,  **Sir  don't  you  know  that  God  holds  you  r^pon* 
Bible  V    He  will  hnigh  joq  in  the  face  and  tell  yon,  ^'I  am  not 
afraid  of  God ;  besides  if  he  is  dispieaaed  with  me,  why  doa*t  ha 
show  it  ?"    Ask  him  again,  "  don't  you  know  that  you  are  now  a 
subject  of  punishment,  that  you  have  been  tried,  judged  and  pun- 
ished ?    He  will  tell  you,  **  If  this  be  the  case  I  don't  know  it,  be- 
sides, if  what  i  have  exnsrienced  theplast  twenty  years  be  puni^- 
ment,  I  would  like  a  little  more  of  it.    Look  at  my  poor  neighbor 
here :  if  there  are  any  Christians  in  the  world,  I  suppose  he  would 
be  called  one.    His  crops  have  failed,  he  has  been  afliieted  with 
ill  health,  his  children  are  crippled,  and  he  is  scarcely  able  to  pro- 
cure bread  for  his  family :  and  yet  he  is  a  christian.    I  make  no 
fretensions  of  that  kind,  I  do  not  believe  in  God  even,  and   yet 
have  prospered  in  every  way ;  and  if  this  be  punishment,  the 
more  I  have,  the  better  I  shall  like  it.**    Now  what  has  the  govern- 
meat  of  God  done  towards  producing  a  salutary  efiect  on  the  mind 
of  such  a  man.    Where  in  the  thousands  of  such  cases  is  the  honor 
erf  God's  fpovemment,  and  the  moral  influence  of  his  administra- 
tion ?    What  would  be  thought  of  that  human  government,  which 
would  allow  the  thief,  robber  and  murderer  to  commit  their  de- 
predations upon  the  lives  and  rights  of  others,  and  then  punish 
them  in  suck  a  way,  that  they  would  not  know  the  time,  place  or 
means  by  which  they  had  been  brought  to  justice,  and  even  would 
not  acknt>wledg8  the  authority  or  existence  of  any  government  ? 
Would  such  a  government  be  worth  the  name  ?    And  yet  such, 
and  even  worse,  does  Universalism  in  this  case,  make  the  govern- 
ment of  Grod.     Such  the  divine  administration  must  be,  if  lilr.  Aus- 
tin's doctrine  be  true ;  and  this  fact  itself  is  enough  to  stamp  it 
with  the  mark  of  falsehood. 

My  tufdfth  ttrgument  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  it  removes  the 
hijjphest  example  in  the  universe  for  the  foiigiveness  of  insults  and 
injuries.  We  are  commanded  in  the  Bible  to  be  **fbllowers  of 
God,  as  dear  ehildren,"  **  to  forrive  one  another  as  he  foixives  us." 
^-see  Luke  vi.  36.  Now,  on  tne  principle  of  UniversaSsm,  God 
never  forgives  dinners  in  the  sense  of  remitting  punishment,  hence 
we  are  not  required  to  forgave  one  another,  in  tne  sense  of  forgiv- 
ing any  punisnment,  we  may  suppose  due  for  the  injuries  done  us. 
God  exacts  the  last  mite,  and  never  forgives  until  the  debt  is  fully 
paid.  We  therefore,  as  God  is  our  highest  example,  are  lo  follow 
him  in  this,  and  if  our  neighbor  has  imured  us  and  done  us  palpa^ 
hk  wnmg«  instead  of  exercising  that  forgtvensas  which  would  ra- 
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■it  tht  ponbhrneat,  we  are  to  pvteae  bim  to  the  Tcry  last  degiee, 
natil  we  have  exacted  the  very  last  mite  of  pankihmeiit,  which 
their  ill  conduct  towards  us  deserves,  and  then  gractoosly  and  kindly 

^e  them  a  f oU  and.  free  pardon.    Now  it  is  an  old  adage **  show 

Be  the  Gods,  and  I  will  show  yon  the  people."  If  the  God  whom 
the  Uairersalist  worships,  exacts  the  last  mite  of  punishment,  ne- 
ver fofigires,  then  it  is  certainly  not  to  be  expected  that  they  should 
be  more  perfect  than  the  God  they  worship.  It  should  not  excite 
surpriae,  therefore,  if  Universaliets  should  adopt  '*  lex  talumif  as 
their  rale  of  action,  and  "  render  to  every  man  according  to  their 
deeds,"  that  is,  "  an  eve  for  an  eve  and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth,"  accor- 
ding to  the  example  of  the  God  they  adore. 
^  I  know.  Universal ists  do  not  generally  practice  upon  this  prin- 
ciple in  their  intercourse  with  others,  though  by  their  theology 
they  are  bound  to  do  so.  And  this  fact  is  in  proof  that  the  theory 
of  my  friend  is  not  only  contradictory  to  the  Bible,  bat  to  the  com- 
mon sense  of  UniversaJists  themselves. 

I  will  now  notice  a  passage  quoted  by  Mr.  Austin,  to  prove 
that  men  are  punished  all  tbey  deserve,  and  then  saved.  Isaiah 
xL  2:  **  Speak  ^e  comfortably  to  Jerusalem,  and  cry  unto  her, 
that  her  warfare  is  accomplished,  her  iniquity  is  pardoned :  ibr  she 
hath  received  at  the  Lord's  hand  dovUe  for  all  her  sins  " 

Mr.  L  D.  Williamson  says  the  term  dotdde,  is  uniformly  employ* 
ed  in  scripture  to  indicate  an  exact  amount.  This  is  certainly  a 
new  discovery.  But  for  this  high  authority,  I  never  should  have 
supposed  the  term  double  meant  an  exact  amount  of  an3rthing.  But 
this  is  an  age  of  improvement !  What  does  this  passage  mean  ? 
I  answer : 

1.  It  is  an  obscure  psFsage,  and  it  is  on  this  account  that  it  is 
selected  as  a  proof  text  of  Uoiversalism. 

2.  Whatever  may  be  its  real  meaning  it  certainly  does  not  aid 
mv  friend's  argument  For  if  we  suppose  **  double*  to  refer  to  pun- 
ishment, to  the  quantity,  it  proves  too  much  for  Universalism,  for 
I  suppose  Mr.  Austin  himself  will  not  contend  that  God  punishes 
the  sinner  twiu  the  amount  he  deserves,  k  is  a  rule  in  logic — that 
which  proves  too  much  proves  nothing. 

3.  This  passage  does  not  teach  that  Jerusalem  had  been  punish- 
ed all  she  deserved,  because  it  speaks  of  her  "  iniquity  being  par- 
doned,**  wllich  could  not  be  the  case  if  she  had  been  punished  all 
her  sins  deserve.  My  own  opinion  is,  that  the  term  double  refers 
to  her  two  captivities,  into  which  she  was  led  on  account  of  sin. 
While  in  captivity  her  people  humbled  themselves — repented  of 
their  violations  of  the  divine  law — God  forgave  them  in  the  sense 
of  remitting  their  punishment — hence  commissioned  the  prophet  to 
'*  comfort"  them  with  the  promise  of  salvation. 

Mr.  Austin  says  if  the  sinner  is  saved  from  punishment  he  can- 
not repent.  Here  again  he  is  at  fault.  Repentance  always  pre- 
cedea  salvation  from  sin  and  punishment.     The  gentleman  baa 
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been  led  into  this  error  by  the  snbverting  inflaenee  of  his  system. 
The  Bible  says  repent  ^^that  your  sins  may  be  blotted  out.^'  Uni- 
versalism  says  when  your  sins  are  expiated  by  punishment,  then, 
and  not  till  then,  will  you  repent.  All  know  what  is  meant  by 
blotting  out.  It  is  to  cancel  a  debt,  or  release  from  an  obligation. 
A  merchant  blots  out  an  account,  that  has  been  forgiven,  and  thus 
exonerates  the  debtor  from  all  obligation  for  the  debt :  so  the  sin- 
ner who  repents,  is  released  from  the  obligation  to  endure  the  pe- 
nalty of  sin.  Forgiveness  of  punishment,  so  far  from  standing 
in  the  way  of  repentance,  is  one  of  its  results,  and  must  alvrays 
be  preceded  by^  repentance,  otherwise,  there  is  no  deliverance 
from  sin  in  any  sense. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  present  my  thirteenth  argument;  that 
it  makes  perfect  nonsense  of  the  scriptures.  We  have  seen  the  mean- 
ing of  pardon  and  forgiveness,  and  the  remission  of  sins.  Ephe- 
aians  iv.  32 :  **  Be  ye  kind  one  to  another,  tender-hearted,  forgiv- 
ing one  another,  even  as  God  for  Chrisfs  sake,  has  forgiven  you." 
How  shall  we  interpret  this  passage  on  the  principle  that  men 
are  not  and  cannot  be  forgiven  any  part  of  their  punishment  t 
How  can  we  be  tender-hearted  to  those  who  have  sinned  against 
us  if  we  exact  from  them  the  very  last  mite  of  punishment  ?  The 
doctrine  set  up  by  my  friend  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  this  pas- 
sage of  scripture,  and  would  require  it  to  be  turned  into  perfect 
nonsense  to  read  at  all  in  consistency  with  his  doctrine.  Matt, 
▼i.  14, 15 :  *^  But  if  ye  forgive  not  men  their  trespasses,  neither  will 
your  heavenly  Father  forgive  your  trespasses."     How  would  this 

Eassage  be  interpreted  on  the  principles  of  Universalism  ?  To 
armonize  with  Universalism,  it  should  read,  **  If  you  punish  not 
men  for  their  trespasses  against  you,  that  they  may  repent  and 
be  forgiven :  neither  will  your  heavenly  Father  punish  you  for 
your  trespasses,  that  you  may  repent  and  be  forgiven !"  Sup- 
pose a  man  meets  me  in  the  street  and  abuses  me :  what  is  requi- 
red of  me  that  I  may  forgive  his  trespasses?  I  ought  to  say, 
**  Sir,  though  I  mi^ht  go  with  you  to  the  seat  of  justice,  and  make 
you  smart  for  this  msuft,  yet  my  Christian  principles  teach  me  to 
forgive  those  who  despitefuUy  use  me  and  persecute  me."  That 
would  be  forgiving  his  trespasses,  but  on  tne  principles  of  Uni- 
versalism, I  ought-in  the  first  place  to  seek  satisfaction — first  by 
giving  him  a  severe  drubbing,  and  then  by  prosecuting  him 
through  the  law— and  then  I  might  say,  sir,  I  am  now  ready  to 

g've  you  a  free  and  full  pardon,  and  extend  you  the  right  hand  of 
Uowship ! !  **  But  if  ye  forgive  not  men  their  trespasses,  nei- 
ther will  your  heavenly  Father  forgive  your  trespasses."  If  this 
would  be  the  effect  of  not  forgiving,  what  would  be  the  effect  of 
a  contrary  course  ?  The  application  can  be  made  by  the  congre- 
gation themselves.  Luke  vi.  36:  *^Be  ye  therefore  merciful,  as 
your  father  also  is  merciful."  How  is  our  father  Merciful?— 
[  Time  expired. 
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GentUmin  Moderators, ^ — Pcrh&ps  I  cannot  pursue  a  better  course 
than  by  commencing  thie  speech  with   a  notice  of  the  last  re- 
marks ol  my  Brother  Holmes*    He  says  that  my  views  of  f orgive- 
ntes  make  perfect  nonsense  of  thescnptures.    All  careful  readers 
of  the  Bible,  are  as  cajMible  of  judging  on  this  point|  as  £ider 
Holmes.    To  their  decision  I  willingly  submit  the  correctness  of 
such  an  assertion.    He  insbts  moreover,  that  according  to  the 
Universalist  doctrine,  we  must  first  punish  one  another,  and  then 
fon^he  one  another.     No  sir !     Universalism  teaches  that  indi- 
viduals have  no  legal  or  moral  right  to  take  the  punishment  of 
ofienders  into  their  own  hands.     We  believe  that  whoever  inflicts 
insult  or  injury  upon  another,  will  receive  a  just  punishment  from 
the  hand  of  God,  through  the  operation  of  human  laws,  and  the 
workings  of  his  own  conscience.    As  individuals,  it  is  our  duty, 
not  to  retaliate,  not  to  punish,  but  to  Foaonrs  the  oflfence ;  leaving 
legal  and  moral  consequences  to  higher  tribunals.    Hence  all  the 
display  of  wisdom  and  wit  on  this  subject,  from  the  other  side, 
amounts  to  nothing.     It  shows  more  cunning  to  cover  up  an  ar- 
gument, than  inmligenu  to  fathom  it,  or  candfyr  and  abUity  to 
meet  it.     Let  me  ask  my  friend  what  would  be  the  course  oi  ac- 
tion in  the  supposed  case  according  to  his  doctrine,  which  teaches 
^hat  God  punishes  an  innount  being — Jesus  Christ — ^in  place  of 
the  offender,  and  then  forgives  the  latter  and  allows  him  to  go 
■^  unwhipped  of  justice  V^    On  this  principle,  if  we  are  insulted  or 
injured,  our  first  duty  is  to  seek  out  some  innocent  person — the 
more  pure  and  godlike,  the  better — ^flo^  him  within  an  inch  of  his 
life,  and  then  turn  and  forgive  the  guilty  and  hardened  wretch. 
No  doubt  he  would  approve  of  this  doctrine,  as  the  depraved  in- 
variably do.    He  gladly  clutches  at  this  very  convenient  and  ea^ 
mode  of  escape,  and  is  prepared  by  such  facilities,  to  go  on  and 
repeat  his  crimes  on  others ! 

The  Elder  has  eiven  you  the  reading  of  Eph.  iv.  32,  according  to 
Universalism,  as  he  declares,  although  ingoing  it,  he  totally  per- 
verts that  system.  Allow  me  to  present  the  reading  of  that  pas- 
sage on  the  principles  of  modem  orthodoxy  :  *'  Be  kind  one  to- 
another,  tender  hearted,  forgiving  one  another,  [after  each  one  haa 
punished  some  innocent  neighbor,  in  place  of  those  who  injured 
them,  and  allowed  the  guiltv  to  go  free  of  all  punishment,]  even 
as  God  for  Christ's  sake  hath  forgiven  you,"  [after  punishing  his 
holy  Son — yea,  himself — in  your  place,  thus  giving  you  an  assu- 
rance that  you  can  sin  to  any  extent  and  be  screened  from  all  re- 
tribution.] The  same  reading  will  apply  to  the  passage — "  Be 
ye  merciful  as  your  Father  aleo  is  merciful."— ^(Luke  vi.  36.): 

My  friend  on  Uie  affirmative,  insists  the  Universadist  view  of  for- 
giveness—that  God  does  not  forgive  until  he  punishes — amounts 
to  ao  loigiTeiiess  whatever^    If  this  objection  is  well  founded^  it 
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is  as  fatal  to  his  system  as  to  mine.  His  doctrine  teaches  that 
Deity  waultl  noU  and  cdiUd  not  forgive  men,  until  all  the  punish- 
ment due  for  all  the  sins  of  all  men,  had  been  fully  inflicted  on 
Jesus  Christf  as  a  aubstitute  for  the  world,  and  all  the  claims  of 
justice  for  penalty  on  man,  had  become  completely  satisfied.  Then 
God  could  forgive !  Here  is  precisely  the  same  principle  which 
is  urged  as  an  objection  against  Universalism.  Jenovah  does  not 
forgive  until  he  punishes  somebodi^ — either  the,  guilty  or  a  sub- 
stitute, and  his  justice  is  satisfied.  The  only  di&rence  between 
his  system  and  mine,  is  this — that  while  his  represents  God  as  not 
willing  to  forgive  until  the  innocent  are  punishsd,  and  the  guilty 
oo  FREE,  mine  insists  he  does  not  forgive  until  the  ^ilty  are 
themselves  punished!  I  submit  to  all  candid  minds,  which  of  the 
two  is  the  the  most  consistent^  and  which  must  exert  the  best 
moral  influence  ? 

Elder  Holmes  inquires,  who  ever  heard  of  a  man  calculating^ 
when  he  commits  sin,  to  avoid  the  punishment  ?  In  reply,  I  ask 
who  ever  heard  of  one,  (except  in  some  exceedingly  rare  cases.) 
who  did  not  calculate  to  escape  ?  It  is  this  calculation,  author- 
ized by  the  popular  doctrines  of  the  day,  and  the  expectation  of 
succeeding  in  it,  and  avoiding  all  punishment,  that  lures  millions 
into  wickedness.  He  mentions  a  singular  case  of  a  cripple,  who 
was  tired  of  life,  and  wanted  to  go  to  heaven,  and  who  thought 
the  best  way  to  get  there  would  be  to  commit  a  murder,  when  he 
could  repent,  be  executed,  and  go  to  glory !  Brother  Modera- 
tors !  that  case  illustrates,  in  my  estimation,  the  method  in  which 
most,  if  not  all  murderers  reason.  They  believe  if  they  take  the 
life  of  a  fellow  being  and  are  detected,  there  will  be  sumcient  time 
allowed  them  to  repent,  and  get  to  heaven.  And  they  are  en- 
couraged in  this  expectation  by  the  numerous  instances  of  mur- 
derers who  repent,  or  profess  to,  on  the  gallowss  and  who,  we 
are  told  by  Evangelical  Clergymen,  swing  from  the  scaffold  into 
heaven,  without  the  slightest  infliction  of  Divine  punishment ! ! 
This  illustration  is  an  unfortunate  one  for  my  brother  j  for  he 
unhappily  belongs  to  that  very  class  of  preachers,  whose  teach- 
ings tend  to  foster  and  encourage  this  most  seductive  view  of  the 
facility  of  escaping  the  punishments  of  God.  True,  in  this  case, 
the  poor  cripple  did  not  find  that  repentance  on  which  he  hkd  been 
taught  to  place  so  much  dependence.  But  this  makes  the  case  none 
the  less  a  perfect  illustration  of  the  moral  tendency  of  my  friend's 
fly  stem.  According  to  his  own  showing,  it  was  this  corrupting 
doctrine  of  the  power  of  repentance  to  save  from  all  punishment, 
that  led  the  poor  wretch  to  the  commission  of  the  murder.  Had 
he  been  taught  the  Bible  doctrine  that  repentance  does  not  save 
from  punisument,  but  is  the  efi*ect  of  punishment,  and  that  there  is 
BO  escaping  the  just  penalty  of  God-s  law — his  hands  would  never 
have  been  stained  with  the  blood  of  his  brother  man  ! 

I  desire  now  to  finish  my  argument  on  the  subject  of  for^ivt- 
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MM  and  pardon.  It  is  objected  by  those  on  tbe  otber  side,  that 
tJie  riews  I  entertain  violate  the  usual  meaning  attached  to  those 
words  by  the  dictionaries.  Suppose  they  do ;  that  cannot  invali- 
date their  correctness.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  the  definitions 
of  the  dictionaries  are  taken  from  the  nature  of  pardon  as  exer- 
dsed  in  human  governments,  and  under  judicial  laws,  which  from 
the  nature  of  man,  must  be  exceedingly  imperfect.  These  afbrd~ 
no  criterion  for  judging  of  the  office  oi  pardon  or  forgiveness  in 
the  Divine  government.  Human  governments  are  aoministered 
in  respect  to  criminals,  too  generally  on  the  principle  of  reto/ia- 
tion.  This  principle  has  no  existence  in  God's  government.  He 
has  strictly  forbidden  his  creatures  to  inflict  pain  in  a  spirit  of  re- 
taliation. He  cannot  violate  his  own  precepts.  Human  govern- 
ments pardon,  or  remit  punishment,  I  acknowledge.  But  they  do 
it  from  a  ntcesnty^  arising  from  the  imperfection  of  all  earthly  tri- 
bunals. Human  legislators  are  incapable  of  enacting  laws  that 
shall  operate  perfecUy  in  regard  to  the  detection  and  chastisement 
of  wickedness.  Courts,  judges,  jurors,  are  utterly  unable  to  adapt 
punishment  so  that  it  shall,  in  all  cases,  be  in  exact  proportion  to 
crime  and  guilt.  Sometimes  they  condemn  an  innocent  man^  or 
sentence  one  to  a  punishment  too  severe  for  his  crime.  At  other 
times  exUntuUing  circumstances  are  brought  to  light  during  punish- 
ishment,  which  show  that  it  ou^ht  to  be  mitigated,  or  wholly  re- 
mitted. In  all' such  cases  the  judicial  authority  must  have  the 
power  to  change  or  shorten  the  punishment,  or  cause  it  entirely  to 
cease.  But  it  must  be  clearly  seen  that  this  pardoning  power  in 
human  governments,  grows  out  of  their  imperfection^  and  is  in* 
^titd^  neeessary  for  the  correction  of  their  mistakes.  Were  they 
liable  to  make  no  error — could  they  adapt  just  the  right  kind  and 
amount  of  punishment  in  every  case — tnere  would  be  no  need  of 
the  paidoning  power  in  human  governments,  as  there  could  not 
possibly  be  an  opportunity  for  its  exercise.  Let  it  be  remembered 
that  God  is  liable  to  no  mistakes  in  the  administration  of  his  gov- 
ernment. It  is  a  perfect  government,  with  perfect  laws,  rendering 
to  every  man  exactly ^uxording  to  his  deeds.  He  is  able  to  adapt 
his  punishments  in  accordance  to  the  heinousness  of  the  sin,  with* 
oat  liability  or  possibility  of  error.  He  makes  no  mistakes  in  pun- 
ishing the  innocent,  or  allowing  the  guilty  to  escape  under  the  im- 
pression that  they  are  innocent,  as  do  human  courts.  God  never 
sentences  to  too  much  or  too  little  punishment.  Hence  there  is 
no  place,  no  opportunity  for  the  divme  government  to  change  or 
ttmiX  poBishment.    It  is  all  rights  in  the  first  place ! 

The  views  of  pardon  I  have  adduced  are  sustained  by  some  of 
the  wisest  and  most  eminent  Law  Commentators  in  the  world. 
BsocAmiA,ali  eminent  Italian  Law  Commentator,  sai^s  *^  The  power 
oi  paidoiiy  [i.  e.  remitting  punishment,]  does  not  exist  under  a  per- 
feet  admiaiiliation  of  law.    The  admission  of  this  power  is  a  tacit 

It  of  the  ir^rmity  of  the  course  of  justice."    Chan- 
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on  of  justice  in  the  universe  1  Is  not  God^s  administrati 
sely  of  this  description  ? — a  perfect  administration,  ca| 
iflicting  the  right  kind  and  amount  of  punishment  in  ever 
jiswer — "The  Law  of  the  Lord  is  perfect,  converting  th< 
?8.  xix.  7.)  Therefore  the  Supreme  Ruler  of  the  unive 
either  exercise  nor  need  a  power  to  remit  or  pardon  puni 
submit  to  th^  decision  of  the  intelligent,  which  opinion  h 
ing  of  more  weight  on  this  subject,  that  of  Beccaria  and 
illor  Kent,  or  that  of  Elder  Holmes !  I  have  already 
lere  can  be  but  two  purposes,  so  far  as  the  guilty  are  pen 
mcemed,  for  which  punishment  is  inflicted  upon  them,  v 
ler  for  their  injury  or  their  benefit.  If  it  is  inflicted  for  tl 
iry,  then  it  becomes  purely  revenge,  retaliation.  But  the 
is  of  a  holy  and  benevolent  Deity  cannot  be  administer! 
inciple  so  low  and  wicked.  Hence  his  puni^ments  m 
tsiened  for  the  hehefit  of  the  sinful — to  restore  them  to  ob< 
id  noliness.  Why,  then,  should  he  screen  them  from  its 
m  ?  Who  can  fail  to  discover  that  the  affirmative  of  thii 
>n  is  attempted  to  be  sustained  in  direct  violation  of  all  e 
,ed  views  of  the  perfect  government  of  a  perfect  God ! 
I  hasten  to  notice  an  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  draw 
stification.  What  is  meant  by  justification?  Clearly  no 
is  claimed  to  be — a  work  wrought  for  the  sinner,  by  Chri 
^  himself  a  sacrifice  to  the  justice  of  an  oflended  Deity. 
e  only  mistake  which  my  friend,  and  his  Evangelical  bn 
ve  made  on  this  subject,  is,  that  they  have  unfortunately  a 

old  Pagan  sentiment,  instead  of  the  New  Testament  do 
om  remote  antiquity  the  practice  of  ofiering  sacrifices  to  the 
appease  their  anger  and  obtain  their  favor,  has  prevailed 
n  lands.     It  is  susceptible  of  the  clearest  proof,  that  the 
►dern  theory  of  Atonement — of  a  substitute,  for  the  f 
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itr,  ftt  the  era  to  which  I  refer,  brought  with  them  into  the  church 
of  Christ,  was  the  belief  that  the  gods,  when  offended  by  man^s 
oondact,  could  be  propitiated  by  sacrifices — especially  hy  the  of- 
iering  of  human  beings.  This  notion  they  incorporated  into  their 
Christianity,  and  believed  that  Christ  tum^  awa3r  the  anger  of  the 
true  God  from  man,  by  offering  himself  a  substitute,  or  sacrifice 
in  their  behalf.  My  friend  is  not  ignorant  of  the  fact,  and  will 
not  deny  it,  that  the  doctrines  of  Christianity  at  that  time,  became 
greatly,  almost  totally,  corrupted  by  the  flood  of  heathen  errors 
which  poured  in  upon  it. 

That  this  doctrine  of  justification,  or  atonement,  is  of  heathen 
origin,  is  further  evident  from  the  fact,  that  it  was  not  known  in 
the  Christian  church  for  two  hundred  years  after  the  death  of 
Christ.  Why  was  this  ?  Why  were  those  men  who  immediately 
followed  the  Apostles,  in  ignorance  of  this  doctrine  ?  If  it  is  a 
true  one,  they  must  have  heard  Peter,  and  John,  and  Paul,  and 
others  of  the  Apostles,  proclaim  it,  as  do  our  Evangelical  breth- 
ren of  the  present  da^.  But  the  early  fathers — the  successors  of 
the  Apostles — ^were  silent  on  the  subject ;  they  knew  nothing  of 
it.  My  friend  cannot  find  any  thing  m  relation  to  it  in  their  wri- 
tings. This  shows  that  it  was  not  an  Apostolic  doctrine,  and 
should  now  be  rejected  as  a  heathen  dogma. 

The  Bible  meaning  of  justification,  when  stripped  o{  the  hea- 
then notions  which  mive  Deen  incorporated  with  it,  is  that  condi- 
tion of  heart  in  which  man  is  approved  of  Grod.  Approbation  and 
forgivenesB,  are  of  similar  import  with  justification.  This  is  a 
condition  into  which  the  guUty  cannot  be  brought,  without 
having  experienced  a  just  punishment.  The  guilty  can  never  kate 
sin — ^regret  its  commission^ — and  repent  of  its  enormity — ^without 
having  experienced  the  bitterness  of  its  nature,  in  the  suffering  it 
entails.  This  suffering,  both  bodily  and  mental,  is  its  punishment. 
I  have  said,  approbation  and  forgiveness  are  the  same  as  justi- 
ficakipn.  The  original  of  this  word  justification,  is  the  Greek 
dikmfmn — ^from  dwaios,  i.  e.,  just,  blameless,  innocent,  good,  up- 
right— "  spoken  of  one  who  is  approved  of  God,  who  enjoys  the 
divine  favor,  and  has  received  forgiveness  of  sins.^' — iRMnson^s 
Lexicon. 

It  is  not  a  Bible  doctrine,  that  justification  flows  from  the  death 
of  Christ,  as  an  absolute  necessity — nor  can  it  properly  be  viewed 
in  any  such  sense,  as  that  if  Christ  had  not  died,  men  could  never 
have  oeen  justified.  The  death  of  Christ  is  the  medium  of  justi- 
fication, in  that  it  is  the  evidence  and  seal  of  that  gospel,  and  of 
that  display  of  God's  love,  through  the  instrumentality  of  which, 
connected  with  divine  punishments,  men  are  brought  from  the 
dominion  of  sin  into  a  state  of  heart  and  affections  wherein  they 
Eitpui^edj  or  approved  of  God. 

lo.  JK»  poflcage  of  scripture,  is  it  intimated  that  justification  takes 
the  place  of  poniahment  due  the  sinner,  or  that  it  saves  lum  hoxa 
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mst  and  deserved  punishment.  From  itn  nature,  juBtifiration  fdt^ 
lows  punishment,  and  is  not  a  substittUe  for  it ! 

Here  aUow  me  to  notice  a  sin^lar  assertion  of  my  opponent* 
in  reference  to  my  views  of  Gala.  lii.  13.  He  says  that  "  the  Law, 
which  was  430  years"  afteT  the  covenant  with  Abraham,  (Gal. 
iii.  17.)  was  not  the  Levitical  Law,  but  the  ten  commandments! 
There  is  assuredly  ori^naiity  in  this  thought ;  but  I  marvel  my 
friend  should  hazard  his  reputation  by  expressing  it.  Dr.  Adam 
Clarke  shall  answer  this  assertion — *^  The  Messiah  did  not  come 
till  1911  years  after  the  making  of  this  covenant ;  [the  Abraham- 
ic ;]  and  the  Law  was  given  430  years  after  the  covenant  with 
Abraham ;  therefore  the  Law  ♦  *  *  ♦  could  not  pos^bly 
annul  the  Abrahamic  covenant." — {Dr.  C.  on  Gai.  iii.  17.)  "  It 
is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  Law  is  used  by  St.  Paul,  [in  this 
chapter,]  to  sienify  not  only  the  Law,  properly  so  called,  but  the 
WHOLE  of  the  Mosaic  economy  r — {Dr.  C.  on  6a/.  iii.  25.) 

Brother  Holmes  has  frequently  quoted,  as  of  great  weight  ia 
sustaining  his  views,  Rom.  iii.  25,  26:  ^^Whom  (rod  hath  set 
forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare 
his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through 
the  forbearance  of  Grod  ;  to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  his  right- 
eousness ;  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justiiier  of  him  which 
helieveth  in  Jesus."  Does  tnis  passage  teach  the  doctrine  that 
men  can  be  saved  from  just  and  deserved  punishment,  through 
fiftith  in  Christ,  or  in  any  other  manner  ?  it  is  only  by  a  most 
Strained  sense,  that  any  such  construction  can  be  put  upon  it. 
Men  first  adopt  a  theory  taken  from  heathenism,  and  then  con- 
strue scripture  to  match !  Would  a  person  who  had  never  beard 
of  the  modem  doctrine  of  atonement,  have  drawn  any  thing  like 
it  from  this  passage?  Not  at  all.  The  Apostle  does  not  even  re- 
fer to  t)]^  subject  of  punishment  in  any  sense.  It  is  evident  from 
the  context,  that  St.  Paul  was  speaking  of  tlie  Jews — their  exclu- 
sive claims — and  their  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  go^ei  dis- 
pensation. They  insisted  it  was  impossible  for  man  to  obtain 
justification  with  God — ^i.  e.  his  forgiveness  of  sin,  and  his  appro- 
bation and  favor — in  any  way  except  through  the  deeds  of  the 
Ceremonial  Law.  It  was  against  this  pretension^  that  St.  Paid 
utters  the  passage  under  consideration.  He  would  defend  the  /«- 
gality  of  the  Gospel  dispensation,  as  a  means  of  securing  God^s 
forgiveness  and  approbation.  Through  the  riches  of  his  grace, 
our  Creator  has  opened  a  way,  by  "  the  redemption  there  is  in 
Christ" — i.  e.  the  scheme  of  redemption  revealed  through  Jesus — 
whereby  men  can  become  justified  in  the  sight  of  God.  He  has 
set  forth  Christ  to  be  the  medium — ^the  mercy-seat — the  "  ilaste^ 
Hon"' — ^through  which  this  justification,  approbation,  remission  of 
sins,  can  be  secured.  It  is  by  **  faith  in  his  bluod" — by  a  belief 
in  his  integrity,  his  truthfulness,  the  genuineness  of  his  gospel, 
ml)  which  are  manifested  by  his  willingness  to  shed  his  olood-^ 
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that  mankind  can  be  brought  into  that  state  of  heart— that  renii- 
iae  repentance,  wherein  they  are  fitted  to  receive  remission  m  sin, 
throagh  the  forbearance  of  God.  Thus  the  Apostle  contends  that 
under  the  gospel  dispensation,  God  can  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of 
all  those  who  at  any  time,  and  in  any  world,  become  practical  be- 
lievers in  Jesus. 

In  a  similar  manner  we  should  understand  those  passages  which 
declare  that  Christ  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  tne  sins  of 
the  whole  world.  They  are  figurative  allusions  to  Jesus,  as  the 
Uasterion,  [mercy-seat]  or  medium,  through  which  God  holds  in- 
tercourse with  man,  and  opens  a  way  for  the  remission  of  «/n, 
(not  of  punisliment)  under  the  gospel  dispensation,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  ceremonies  of  the  old  Levitical  Law. 

My  friend's  eighth  argument  is  built  on  those  passages  which 
he  says,  clearly  imply  salvation  from  punishment.  In  support  of 
his  position  he  introduces  the  parable  of  the  barren  fig-tree — ^(Luke 
xiii.  (>-9.)  This  is  very  strange  proof  for  such  a  doctrine.  AVhat 
does  the  parable  mean  ?  Certainly  it  involves  nothing,  even  by 
implication^  of  the  doctrine  that  men  can  be  saved  from  the  just 
punishment  of  sin.  This  parable  has  express  reference  to  God's 
dealings  with  the  Jews  as  a  nation.  The  dresser  of  the  vineyard 
requested  the  cutting  down  might  be  delayed  until  another  trial 
might  be  made  to  cause  it  to  produce  fruit;  and  if  it  did  npt  then 
bear,  he  would  give  his  consent  that  it  should  be  cut  down.  In 
this  figure  the  Savior  strikingly  represents  the  condition  of  the  Is- 
raelites at  that  time,  and  the  fate  which  awaited  them.  At  his 
advent,  they  richly  deserved  that  temporal  destruction  wliich  ul- 
timately came  upon  them.  But  that  punishment  was  delayed  for 
a  season  that  the  gospel  might  be  preached  to  them,  to  lead  them 
from  sin  to  repentance  and  righteousness.  Suppose  the  gospel 
had  produced  this  efiect,  would  it  not  have  saved  them  from  their 
national  overthrow  ?  It  would ;  but  although  they  would  escape 
that /arm  of  punishment,  yet  in  the  repentance  which  would  have 
prevented  their  temporal  destruction  as  a  people,  they  would  have 
experienced  a  punishment  of  the  most  afflictive  nature.  For  all 
genuine  repentance  is  the  fruit  of  that  mental  anguish — that  heart 
crushing  re^et  for  sin,  which  forms  the  severest  punishment  the 
haroan  soul  can  experience. 

In  support  of  his  position,  he  quotes  Ezek.  xviii.  21. — "But  if 
the  wicked  will  turn  from  all  his  sins,  that  he  hath  committed, 
and  keep  all  my  statutes,  and  do  that  which  is  lawful  and  right, 
he  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not  die."  I  can  discover  nothing 
here  to  strengthen  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  The  passage 
simply  teaches,  that  if  the  sinner  will  turn  from  the  error  of  his  ways 
and  do  right,  he  shall  be  released  from  that  state  of  moral  death, 
with  all  its  painful  inflictions,  in  which  the  wicked  are  continu- 
ally plunged.  Thereafter  he  will  enjoy  spiritual  life  and  all  its 
blessings  as  the  reward  of  his  obedience,     but  this  does  not  scrttgpM 
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him  from  the  pmushment  irhich  ib  inflicted  upon  him  while  he  » 
in  a  Btate  of  rebellion  against  Grod.  From  that  there  is  no  escape 
— it  must  be  endured. 

He  has  also  introduced  the  lai^age  of  the  Savior — ^*  He  that 
belie veth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved .^^ — (Mark  xvi.  16.)  In 
this,  as  in  numerous  other  instances,  my  friend  assumes  what  ^^ 
should  prove.  He  gives  no  evidence  tnat  this  salvation  is  from 
punishment.  This  cannot  be  taken  for  granted.  Indeed  it  is  far 
from  being  sanctioned  by  the  voice  of  inspiration.  From  what 
are  those  to  be  saved,  who  believe  ?     The  angel  answers  the  in- 

?;uiry.  "  He  shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins.^ — (Matt.  i.  21.) 
t  is  not  from  punishment,  but  from  sin,  that  Jesus  saves  those 
who  are  believers.  What  is  it  to  be  saved  from  sin  1  It  is  not 
to  be  saVed  from  punishment  due  past  sins,  but  to  be  so  strength- 
ened by  the  infhiences  of  gospel  truth,  that  we  can  resist  tempta^ 
tion  to  sin,  and  thus  avoid  wickedness,  and  all  its  wretched  con- 
sequences. 

Brother  Holmes  has  asked  whether  it  was  ever  known  that  a 
man  was  brought  to^  repentance  and  reformation  of  life,  under  the 
belief  of  the  doctrine  of  a  just  and  certain  punishment  for  sin  %  I 
trust  he  has  no  idea  of  convincing  this  audience,  that  sinners  can- 
not reform  under  the  influence  of  such  a  doctrine.  I  cast  back 
any  such  imputation  upon  himself,  and  his  own  system.  If  the 
certainty  of  punishment  will  not  exert  an  ; influence  to  bring  the 
sinner  to  repentance,  pray  what  eflect  must  it  have  upon  him,  to 
instruct  him  that  punishment  for  the  most  heinous  crimes,  can  ea- 
sily be  escaped  ?  There  are  multitudes  of  cases — ^the  community 
is  full  of  tnem — where  men,  (and  in  many  instances,  those  ad- 
dicted to  the  worst  of  habits,)  have  been  turned  away  from  ini- 
quity, and  brought  to  a  faithful  obedience  to  God,  by  the  senti- 
ments I  advocate. 

My  friend  has  several  times  rather  timidly  alluded  to  my  charge 
that  his  doctrine  of  salvation  from  punishment,  is  delusive  and  &- 
moralizingy  and  in  a  somewhat  threatening  tone,  objects  to  my 
pursuing  this  course.  But  I  give  him  fair  warning  1  shall  con- 
tinue to  urge  this  charge  in  a  manner  still  more  forcible,  when  I 
have  an  opportunity  to  speak  again. — iTime  expired. 


[MB.  HOLMES*  SEVXNTH  SPEECH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators  and  respected  Audience : — It  will  be  per- 
ceived by  those  who  have  attended  to  this  debate  thus  far,  that  I 
have  presented  a  number  of  propositions  and  arguments,  and  de* 
fined  my  positions  with  the  utmost  frankness,  in  order  that  Mr. 
Austin  might  take  hold  of  them  one  by  one,  and  refute  them  if 
able.  Whether  he  has  been  equally  frank,  according  to  the  terms 
of  our  agreement^  I  leave  to  the  audience  to  judge,  or  to  tho8« 
who  shall  read  this  discussion  after  it  shall  have  terminated*. 
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I  tvu,  wkai  I  ki«  eiBMed  ^leaking,  vpwi  my  thirtMiift  sfg*. 
BMot,  presenting  passages  from  soriptUTe  wkich  are  utterly  inoon* 
lisCest  with  the  notion  that  men  are  not  fot^iyen  or  pardoned,  in 
the  sense  of  remittine  the  consequences  of  their  transgressions. 
The  last  one  I  quoted  was  from  Luke  Ti.  96 — *^Be  ye  therefore 
Bercifttl  as  your  father  also  is  merciful/^  How  is  our  father 
modfal  1  I  say  he  is  merciful  in  remittinji^  the  consequences  of 
the  sine  of  men,  when  they  believe  in  Chnst  and  dedicate  them* 
sehres  to  him.  Mr.  Ausdn  denies  this,  and  says  G^  exacts  the 
last  iota  of  punishment  for  every  ^ansgression  that  a  man  com* 
mits.  Whose  views  are  most  consistent  and  conformable  to  scrip- 
ture 1  The  eharaeter  of  divine  mercy,  and  the  mode  of  manifest- 
ing tfiat  mercy,  are  by  the  authority  of  this  text,  our  example. 
By  comparison  of  the  practice  of  men,  with  the  practice  of  -God, 
as  to  the  nature  of  mercy,  and  manner  of  gmntrog  it,  we  are  to 
determine  whether  we  are,  or  not,  *^  followers  of  Ood  as  dear  chil* 
dren.''  Does  God  punish  men  for  all  their  sins,  and  then  forgive 
them  %  Is  this  the  nature  and  manner  of  divine  mercy  1  If  it  be, 
then  by  the  express  command  of  scripture,  we  are  bound  to  copy 
the  exaipple,  and  in  doing  so,  we  must  first  punish  one  another 
for  all  sins  committed  against  each  other,  and  then,  and  not  till 
then,  we  may  exercise  the  fntct  of  pardon,  or  forgiveness.  Such 
is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Austm  in  regard  to  divine  mercy,  and  such 
must  be  the  practice  of  men,  if  they  act  upon  the  princij^  of  his 
theory. 

I  next  call  attention  to  Luke  vii.  41*^:  ''There  was  a  cer^ 
tain  creditor  who  had  two  debtors:  the  one  owed  him  five  hun* 
died  pence ;  the  other  fifty.  And  when  they  had  nothing  to  pay, 
he  frankly  forgave  them  both.  Tell  me  therefore,  which  of  them 
will  love  most,"  &c.  Now  if  those  debtors  were  required  to  pay 
the  uttermost  farthing  before  they  were  forgiven,  there  would 
have  been  no  propriety  in  the  question  of  our  Lord — ^which  of 
them  will  love  most  ?  nor  in  the  answer  of  Simon — I  suppose  that 
he  to  whom  he  forgave  most.  This  would  contradict  the  plain  Ian- 
ruage  of  die  passage  itself— ^' When  they  had  nothing  to  pay,  he 
naiuJy  forgave  them  both.^*  They  were  forgiven  and  relieved  from 
the  consequences  of  their  indebtedness.  This  case  was  intended 
W  our  Lord  as  an  illustration  of  the  act  of  pardon  towards  men. 
Having  transgressed  his  laws,  and  having  nothing  to  pay,  and 
showing  contrition  of  heart,  our  sins  are  forgiven,  and  thus  we 
are  relieved  from  the  leeal  consequences  of  our  sins.  Again: 
Cokmians  iii.  13 :  ^Forbearing  one  another,  and  forgiving  one 
another,  if  any  man  have  a  quarrel  against  any,  even  as  Christ 
forgave  you^  so  also  do  ye."  Now,  how  would  my  friend,  inters 
pret  this  passage  without  contravening  his  doctrine,  that  God  ne- 
ver pttrdoBs  a  man  tile  puni^ment  due  for  any  sin  ?  When  we 
meet  a  nao  with  whom  we  Iteve  a  quarrel,  on  aecouit  of  some 
iajoTf  natif^  tem  him,  the  spirit  of  Christi  and  the  conduct  ol 

4» 


t 


82  HOLMBS'  f£VBNTfl  8Pf £CH 

Christ  towards  us  who  have  trespassed  against  him,  is,  according 
to  the  above  passage,  to  determine  our  course  of  action.  What 
then  should  be  our  course  of  conduct  ?  Why  according  to  my 
friend's  doctrine,  Christ  never  exercises  ^^  forbearance^' — or  for- 

§' veness,  in  the  sense  of  treating  sinners  better  than  they  deserve, 
ence  we  are  not  required  under  any  circumstance  to  forbear  to 
take  full  satisfaction  in  any  way  that  a&rds  the  best  promise  of 
success.  And  when  we  have  exacted  and  obtained  our  full  de- 
mand by  corporeal  chastisement,  or  legal  process,  we  may  award 
to  him  a  pardon  for  his  offence,  and  we  may  not  do  it  before,  on 
pain  of  violating  the  example  of  Christ.  Such  is  the  theology  of 
Universalism,  but  thank  God,  it  is  not  the  theology  of  the  Sible. 
The  example  furnished  by  the  conduct  of  Christ  towards  us,  is 
one  of  forbearance  and  mercy,  God  is  justly  displeased  with  the 
sinner :  there  is  a  quarrel  between  the  law  of  God  and  the  trans- 

fressor.  Yet  instead  of  visitine  him  according  to  the  demerit  of 
is  crimes — in  the  plenitude  of  his  mercv,  he  provides  a  way  for 
our  deliverance.  He  offers  us  a  free  and  full  pardon  for  our  sins 
and  from  the  consequences  which  flow  from  them,  and  he  makes 
this  the  criterion  by  which  we  are  to  forgive  one  another.  Where 
is  the  room  for  the  exercise  of  forbearance  or  forgiveness  towards 
one  another,  if  the  criterion  of  our  action  is,  that  we  are  to  receive 
the  full  amount  of  our  punishment,  in  accordance  with  our  trans- 
gressions against  the  divine  law  ?  There  is  no  forbearance  in  the 
case,  for,  forbearance  supposes  that  we  are  not  punished  to  the 
extent  our  sins  deserve.  Ephesians  i.  17:  ^^In  whom  we  have 
redemption  through  his  blood,  even  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  ac- 
cording to  the  riches  of  his  grace.^'  Now  the  meaning  of  the  word 
redemption  is  well  understood.  It  means  to  buy  00)  to  ransom 
from  thraldom :  it  is  an  act  through  which  we  obtain  deliverance. 
Christ  has  done  this  for  us.  In  him  we  have  redemption  through 
his  blood  even  the  forgiveness  of  sins.  And  this  how  ?  Accor- 
ding to  the  principles  of  law  which  deal  out  exact  punishment  to 
all.  No,  but  according  to  the  riches  of  his  grace.  Where  is 
the  riches  of  God's  grace  on  the  principles  of  Universalism? 
In  our  Lord's  prayer  we  are  taught  to  say — *^  forgive  us  our  tres- 
passes, as  we  forgive  them  that  trespass  against  us.-^  The  same 
principle  carried  out  in  the  conduct  of  God  towards  us,  is  made 
the  criterion  by  which  we  are  to  deal  with  our  fellows.  How 
should  this  read — how  should  a  man  pray  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism.  He  should  kueel  down  before  God,  and 
say,  ^^  punish  us  for  our  sins,  and  then  pardon  us,  as  we  punish 
those  who  trespass  against  us  and  then  pardon  them."  I  cannot 
for  the  life  of  me,  see  how  it  is  possible  to  pray  consistently  with 
the  principles  of  Universalism,  unless  it  be  somethinj^  in  this  way. 
From  the  foregoing  passages,  and  many  more  of  similar  charac- 
ter, which  time  wul  not  allow  me  to  produce,  it  is  perfectl}^  plain 
that  Universalism  on  this  point  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  l^e 
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scriptures.  My  friend  says  these  scripture  requirements  are  in- 
tended simply  to  teach  us,  we  should  not  be  revengeful.  Admit 
this  to  be  correct,  and  it  does  not  help  the  gentleman  out  of  his 
difficulty  in  the  least  To  avoid  revenge,  we  must  copy  the  ex- 
ample of  God's  merciful  dealings  with  us,  "be  followers  of  God 
as  dear  children."  But  to  imitate  God  is  to  do  in  our  sphere  as 
he  does  in  his — ^hence  on  the  principles  of  UniversaHsm,  to  avoid 
revenge  we  must  withhold  forgiveness  until  we  have  obtained  full 
satisfaction  for  insults  and  injuries.  As  this  conclusion  is  absurd, 
it  follows  that  the  language  of  the  Bible  is  directly  adapted  to 
mislead  us,  or  Universausm  is  palpably  false. 

My  fourteenth  argument.,  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  dogma 
for  which  Mr.  Austin  contends,  contradicts  the  common  sense  of 
mankind,  and  would  be  absurd  and  impossible  in  practice.  First, 
the  notion  that  God  never  forgives,  or  pardons  in  a  sense  that  re- 
lieves the  offender  from  punishment,  contradicts  the  ideas  that  men 
generally  entertain  and  attach  to  the  words  pardon  and  forgive- 
ness. AH  men,  except  Universalists,  and  even  they  when  not 
engaged  in  argument  to  support  their  dogmas,  use  these  terms  to 
mean  exemption  from  the  legal  and  moral  consequences  of  their 
transgressions. 

Secondly — it  contradicts  the  meaning  of  these  terms  as  found  in 
our  law  books,  the  usages  and  customs  of  all  nations,  and  the 
practice  of  all  governments,  and  judicial  tribunals — aU  of  which 
proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  pardon  delivers  from  punish- 
ment. 

Thirdly — ^it  contradicts  the  standard  or  classical  definition  of 
these  words,  as  found  in  all  standard  authorities.  There  is  not  a 
Greek.  Latin  or  English  Lexicon  of  any  authority  in  the  literary 
or  reli^ous  world  that  does  not  directly  contradict  Universalism« 
My  friend  has  not  quoted  from  a  dictionary  that  I  know  of  during 
this  discussion.  He  has  to  be  sure  given  us  a  number  of  defini- 
tions, made  to  order,  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  as  for  in- 
stance, his  definition  of  justification.  Yet  these  definitions  are 
inconsistent  with  the  scriptures,  and  unsupported  by  the  author- 
ity of  a  single  standard  author.  Universalism  needs  a  new  dic- 
tionary. 

Fourthly — a  pardon  like  that  contended  for  by  my  friend,  would 
not  be  considered  worth  a  straw,  by  any  sane  man,  in  its  appli- 
cation to  the  Judicial  affairs  of  this  life.  What  would  the  con- 
vict in  the  State  Prison,  or  the  criminal  on  the  gallows  think  of  a 
pardon  like  this — ^that  offered  them  no  relief  n-om  punishment  % 
Such  a  pardon  would  be  despised  as  of  nothing  wortn,  or  consid- 
ered an  insult  intended  to  aggravate  their  sufferings.  Suppose  a 
Univenalist  raised  to  the  office  of  Grovemor  of  the  State  of  New 
York;  he  takes  i!  into  his  head  to  make  a  practical  use  of  hla 
doetrkic  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties.  As  soon  as  he  as- 
ecrtii&slikmti  eonvict  bas  served  out  his  time  in  prison,  \it  ^o%% 
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to  work  and  draws  up  a  f  onnal  pardon,  to  wit :  **  Thb  certiies  that 
A.  B.  has  been  selected  as  a  subject  of  executire  clemency,  and 
is  hereby  freely  and  entirely  pardoned  of  the  crime  committed 
against  the  laws  of  the  State ;  the  officers  of  the  prison  ate  there- 
fore directed  to  set  him  at  liberty  forthwith/'  How  lone  wonld 
such  a  Grovemor  maintain  his  reputation  for  sanity  1  11  this  is 
not  sufficient  proof  of  the  absurdity  of  this  notion,  let  any  man 
not  yet  convinced  attempt  to  reduce  it  to  practice  in  bis  common 
intercourse  with  society,  and  if  he  does  not  renounce  UniTersal- 
ism  in  twenty-four  hours,  it  will  be  because  he  has  not  sense 
enough  to  discern  the  difference  between  wisdom  and  foUy :  w  ia 
not  sufficiently  honest  to  renounce  in  theory,  what  he  umIs  ab 
surd  and  impossible  in  practice. 

My  fifteenth  argumeiUy  is  founded  upon  the  fact  that  if  men 
cannot  be  saved  from  punishment,  they  cannot  be  saved  at  all,  and 
universal  damnation  must  follow.  This  we  argue,  first,  from  the 
nature  of  punishment  itself.  This  is  death — '-^^  The  wages  of  sin 
is  death,'' — ^'The  soul  that  sinneth  it  shall  die."  Now  as  there 
is  no  life  in  death,  and  nothing  in  death  that  can  produce  life, 
hence  death  is  in  its  own  nature  eternal.  I  care  not  what  kind 
of  death  it  be,  physical  or  moral,  or  any  other  kind,  if  you  will 
show  me  that  in  death  there  is  any  life,  you  may  do  something 
towards  effecting  a  refutation  of  this  argument.  For  if  life  exist 
in  death,  that  h^  may  possibly  overcome  that  death  itself;  but 
if  there  be  no  life  in  death,  then  death  is  of  its  own  nature  eter- 
nal. Death  is  the  punishment  of  sin — the  sinner  will  be  saved 
frotai  this  punishment  or  he  will  not.  If  he  is  not  saved  from  it, 
he  must  remain  dead  eternally — ^if  he  is  saved  from  it,  then  he  is 
saved  from  deserved  punishment.  Hence  if  he  is  not  saved  from 
deserved  punishment,  eternal  damnation  must  follow  as  a  natural 
and  necessary  consequence.  Secondly — ^if  men  are  punished  all 
their  sins  deserve,  then  if  saved  at  all,  they  must  be  saved  either 
before  they  are  punished,  or  at  the  same  time  they  are  punished, 
or  after  they  shall  have  ceased  to  be  punished.  Mr.  Austin  ad- 
,  mits  that  tney  cannot  be  saved  before  they  are  punished,  for  it 
would  not  only  be  unjust  to  punish  a  man  after  he  is  saved,  but 
if  punishment  De  inflicted  after  salvation,  it  follows  that  salvation 
is  no  preventive  of  damnation.  Ag^n,  men  cannot  be  saved  at 
the  same  time  they  are  punished  for  their  sins,  for  then  salvation 
and  damnation  would  meet  at  the  same  time  in  the  same  individ- 
ual. This  also,  is  admitted  by  my  opponent.  Only  one  alterna- 
tive remains.  They  must  be  saved  after  they  are  punished  all 
their  sins  deserve  or  not  at  all.  But  this  we  shall  soon  see  is  im- 
possible. God's  law  requires  our  love  and  service  to  the  full  ex- 
tent of  our  powers — mark  that.  Hence  when  sin  is  once  commit- 
ted, the  sinner  can  never  expiate  his  sins  by  personal  sufieriiif . 
To  suppose  he  can,  is  to  suppose  he  has  moral  powers  with  whicn 
4o  endure  punishment,  which  ase  not  already  pledged  to  God  in 
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ikt  ipmj  of  obedieneet  which  is  uaseriptiirBl  and  abfoH.  h  i« 
the  demaad  of  the  law — **  Thou  shalt  love  the  Loid  thy  God  wiUi 
all  thy  heart/'  Therefore  the  sinner  cannot  answer  the  donanda 
of  God^s  Uw,  and  be  punished  for  his  sins  at  the  some  time. 
While  he  is  being  pumped  according  to  his  deserts,  he  cannot 
be  loTing  and  serving  God  with  ail  the  heart,  hence  his  sin  is  in- 
creaaing,  and  he  is  deserving  more  punishment,  while  he  is  being 
puniahed  what  he  already  desenres.  He  cannot  cease  to  sin,  ua* 
til  his  punishment  ceases,  and  he  cannot  cease  to  be  punished  un- 
til he  ceases  to  sin.  Hence  if  he  may  not  be  saved  from  punish* 
ment  by  pardon,  his  sin  and  punishment  must  be  eternal. 

I  will  now  attend  to  some  ^points  in  my  friend's  last  speech  not 
yet  noticed.  He  carries  the  idea,  in  all  he  says  of  tha  atonement 
of  Christ,  that  he  was  compeUid  to  endure  punishment  for  our 
sins — that  the  father  took  the  son  and  punished  him,  and  thua 
forcibly  laid  on  him  the  iniquities  of  the  g^lty— compelled 
the  innocent  to  suffer  for  the  guilty.  Now  the  ^llacy  of  this,  is 
found,  in  the  fact  that  it  is  not  true.  It  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the 
Bible,  nor  of  any  orthodox  church  of  which  I  have  any  knowl- 
edge in  our  land.  The  doctrine  is,  that  Christ,  in  concurrence  with 
the  will  of  his  father,  *^  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  the  world.'' 
He  did,  what  you  or  I  or  any  other  individual  has  a  right  to  do ; 
employed  his  powers  in  benevolent  acts  for  the  rood  of  those  who 
needed  his  services.    As  the  poet  most  beaatifufiy  expresses  it : — 

"With  pitying  eye,  the  Frince  of  Peace, 

Beheld  our  helpless  grief, 
He  saw,  and  O,  amazing  lore : 

He  ran  to  onr  relief. 

This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible — ^the  doctrine  I  preach,  and 
which  I  understand  to  be  held  by  all  orthodox  churches.  There 
is  nothing  in  it  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  justice.  It  m 
what  every  benevolent  man  does  on  a  limited  scale,  every  year 
of  his  life.  Mr.  Austin  says  that  if  Christ  bore  the  sins  of  meni 
then  he  was  guilty — that  the  guilt  of  men  as  well  as  their  pun- 
ishment became  his.  This  is  a  non  sequUer.  To  bear  the  sins  of 
men  involves  a  transfer,  not  of  guilt,  but  of  the  legal  conseqences 
of  guilt--to  tieny  the  possibility  of  this,  is  to  war  with  facts.  A 
common  form  of  this  tranfer,  though  not  for  the  same  end,  exists 
in  the  infant  world,  who,  though  personally  innocent  of  crime, 
nevertheless  experience  in  part  the  consequences  of  another's 
guilt.  It  is  a  met  that  men  may  and  some  men  have,  volun- 
tarily assumed  the  consequences  of  the  sins  of  others,  and  this 
to  some  extent,  is  done  by  every  philanthropist,  who  in  the 
benevolence  of  his  heart  endures  labor  and  suffering  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  human  race.  But  does  this  imply  or  involve  a  partici- 
patioB  in  the  guilt  of  those  whose  miseries  are  alleviated  %  Does 
M  who  by  poraoaal  aii&riag  and  toil,  lifts  the  dnmkaid  from  the 
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ditch,  and  restores  him  to  habits  of  sobriety  and  industry^  become 
thereby  a  sharer  in  the  drunkard's  guilt  ?  Does  he  who  interests 
himself  in  behalf  of  the  criminal,  and  by  incurring  pecuniary  ex- 
pense, or  otherwise  giving  satisfaction  and  secunty  to  the  viola- 
ted law — obtains  pardon,  and  release  from  punishment,  become 
thereby  a  criminal  himself  ?  Did  the  Lockrian  king,  in  submit- 
ting to  lose  one  of  his  eves,  that  he  might  support  the  law,  and 
at  the  same  time  relieve  his  son  from  the  fvU  penalty  of  the  law 
against  the  crime  of  adultery,  become  himself  guilty  as  an  adul- 
terer ?  So  it  would  seem,  according  to  the  gentleman's  notion : 
and  yet  the  idea  is  so  palpably  erroneous,  that  the  bare  statement 
of  the  above  examples,  is  a  sufficient  refutation. 

Mr.  Austin  says  the  murderer  to  whom  I  alluded  in  a  former 
speech,  was  led  to  his  fatal  end,  by  the  system  which  I  advocate. 
Unless  the  gentleman's  intellect  is  more  obtuse  than  I  have  reason 
to  suppose,  he  knows  this  is  untrue.  There  is  a  great  want  of 
generosity  and  fairness,  in  such  representations.  I  can  only  ac- 
count for  the  pertinacity  with  whicn  he  clings  to  those  faJse  rep- 
resentations of  the  doctrince  of  salvation  from  punishment,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  his  only  hope  of  success  in  this  discussion.  As 
e  cannot  answer  my  arguments,  if  he  fails  to  make  an  impres- 
sion at  this  point,  the  ground  he  occupies,  is  destitute  of  even  the 
semblance  of  validity. 

One  of  Mr.  Austin's  objections  to  the  doctrine  of  atonement,  is, 
that  it  represents  God  as  exacting  of  the  substitute,  the  whole 
amount  of  what  was  due  from  the  sinner.  Though  this  is  not 
strictly  true,  vet,  if  it  were,  it  could  not  be  consistently  urged  as 
an  objection  by  a  Universalist,  since  it  is  fundamental  in  Univer- 
salism,  that  God  never  pardons  a  sinner  until  he  has  paid  the  last 
mite.  This  objection  comes  with  an  ill  grace  from  the  gentleman 
who  appears  here  as  the  champion  of  a  theory  which  admits  no 
pardon,  without  the  full  infliction  of  penalty.  This  however,  is 
a  specimen  of  the  consistency  and  harmony  of  my  friend's  course 
of  argpimentation. 

We  have  said  the  above  objection  is  not  strictly  true;  that  is, 
it  does  not  represent  the  subject  fairly.  Christ,  as  the  sinner's 
substitute  did  not  make  satisfaction  for  him,  by  suffering,  in  kind 
and  quantity  exactly  what  the  sinner  deserved :  but  the  satisfac- 
tion 18  found  in  the  dignity  of  the  substitute,  and  the  moral  value 
of  his  sufferings. 

The  gentleman  also  says  there  is  no  pardoning  power  in  a  per- 
fect government.  But  is  not  God's  administration  perfect  %  and 
is  it  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  that  the  pardoning  power  exists 
in  the  divine  government  ?  If  he  means  to  say  that  in  a  perfect 
government  there  is  no  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  this  power  on 
account  of  misgovernment,  I  agree  with  him ;  but  if  he  intended 
to  say  that  there  was  no  pardoning  power  in  such  a  government, 
that  I  deny.    God  is  the  arbiter  of  the  whole  universei  and  prof- 
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fen  a  general  affinity  to  all,  whatever  may  be  their  state  of  de- 
gradation, on  condition  of  their  improving  the  advantages  he  gives 
them  in  redemption.  The  case  is,  as  though  the  Queen  of  Eng- 
land should  profiler  an  amnesty  to  the  prisoners  at  Botany  Bay,  on 
conditions  wnich  would  sustain  the  ends  of  good  government,  as 
fully,  as  the  course  that  would  retain  them  there,  according  to  the 
original  terms  of  banishment.  He  has  referred  to  law  commen- 
tators, and  I  would  ask  if  the  very  declarations  he  has  quoted 
from  them  do  not  sustain  my  views  of  pardon  ?  They  do,  to  the 
very  letter,  every  one  of  them.  And  in  addition  to  the  names  he 
haa  nven,  I  would  add  Blackstone.  He  says  in  his  commenta^ 
ries,  Dook  4,  chapter  31 :  *^  to  pardon  is  to  remit  treasons,  and 
felonies,^*  and  by  consequence,  to  save  from  punishment  for  these 
crimes. — iTime  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SEVENTH  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators : — My  friend  opposite  has  misstated  my 
argument  on  the  pardoning  power,  though  of  course,  not  inten- 
tionally. I  said  that  in  the  government  of  a  perfect  God,  there 
was  no  pardon  from  punuhment ;  not  that  there  was  no  pardon- 
ing power,  €rod  pardons  the  sinful,  on  the  principle  oi  repent- 
ance. But  his  government  being  perfect,  there  can  be  no  neces- 
sity for  the  exercise  of  pardon  from  a  punishment  designed  for  the 
good  of  the  creature.  And  besides  to  pardon  from  punishment^ 
pre-fiupposes  some  error  in  the  adjustment  of  the  infliction,  to  the 
sin  committed.  This  liability  to  error  cannot  attach  to  God^s  gov- 
ernment. To  save  the  guilty  from  punishment  designed  to  restore 
them  to  virtue  and  godliness,  would  be  as  wise  as  to  save  a  pa- 
tient from  a  salutary  and  health-restoring  medicine,  because  it  is 
nauceous  to  the  taste,  and  givea  temporary  pain. 

He  says  I  maintain  that  if  Christ  was  nunished  for  the  sins 
of  men,  then  their  guilt  must  also  rest  on  nim.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  have  said  this,  but  concede  that  I  did.  If  Christ  was  pun^ 
iahed  in  the  stead  of  mankind,  then  the  sins  and  the  guilt  of  all 
men  must  necessarily  have  been  placed  upon  him.  Punishment 
pre-supposes  guilt.  You  cannot  punish  a  being  if  he  is  not  guilty, 
differing  may  be  laid  upon  him,  but  it  will  not  be  punishment. 
There  can  be  no  such  thing  as  punishing  the  innocent.  They 
may  be  injured,  scourged,  tormented,  but  sill  this  will  not  be  pun- 
ishment, in  the  true  sense  of  that  word.  The^r  may  endure  pri- 
vation, pain,  ignominy,  in  behalf  of  others,  but  in  no  correct  view 
can  all  tnis  amount  to  the  least  particle  of  punishment.  It  is  only 
when  pain  is  inflicted  on  the  guilty,  in  correction  of  their  guilt, 
that  it  is  punishment.  If  Jesus  was  not  sinful — ^if  guilt  in  black 
and  dread  reality^  did  not  rest  in  his  heart,  then,  (however  much 
he  maj  have  s^ered^)  he  was  not  punished.  And  if  my  friend's 
doctiiae  js  fraei  that  no  man  can  be  saved  ualewi  ChhaX  bas^^«*s<^ 
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punished  in  his  place,  then  the  whole  world  will  be  lost  loitrer ! 
The  Son  of  Grod  was  not  punished  in  the  place  of  sinners,  but 
he  suffered  in  behalf  of  men — for  the  benefit  of  the  world — setting 
mankind  a  noble  example  of  devotion  to  the  good  of  others,  and 
the  benefit  of  the  race. 
^  The  ninth  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  brings  in  the  affirma- 
tive,  is  based  on  the  intercession  of  Christ.  What  is  an  interces* 
0or  ?  It  is  one  who  acts  in  behalf,  or  for  the  benefit,  of  another. 
This  is  the  sense  in  which  Christ  is  our  intercessor.  Being  the 
Mediator  between  God  and  men,  (I  Tim.  ii.  5,)  through  whom  all 
our  spiritual  blessings  flow  from  the  Father,  he  is  represented  as 
our  Friend,  or  in  a  figurative  sense,  as  our  Intercessor.  He  is  not 
described  in  the  scriptures  as  interceding  to  save  men  from  p«ih- 
ishment — but  as  one  who  obtains  blessings  and  favors  for  us. 

Dr.  Adam  Clarke  gives  us  the  following  explanation  of  the  of* 
fice  of  Jesus  as  an  Intercessor:  ^'Our  Lord  makes  intercession 
for  us,  by  negotiating  and  managing,  as  our  Friend  and  Agent, 
all  the  attairs  pertaining  to  our  salvation." — {Clarke  on  Rom.  viii. 
27.)  This  undoubtedly  approaches  a  true  view  of  the  work  of 
Christ  as  man^s  Intercessor. 

The  tenth  argument  in  the  aflirmative,  my  friend  builds  on  the 
assumption  that  the  ffospel  proposes  to  save  sinners  notr,  which, 
he  says,  cannot  be,  if  men  are  punished  all  they  deserve.  I  can- 
not appreciate  the  point  of  this  argument.  I  am  aware  the  gos- 
pel proposes  to  save  sinners  now — that  there  is  a  present  salva* 
tion.  The  scriptures  clearly  teach  this.  ^^  Behold,  now  is  the  ac- 
cepted time ;  behold,  now  is  the  day  of  salvation  ."---(2  Cor.  vi.  2.) 
*^God  is  the  Savior  of  all  men,  especially  [i.  e.  immediately]  of 
those  who  believe." — (I  Tim.  iv.  10.)  But  I  cannot  conceive  how 
this  important  truth  afiects  the  argument  in  relation  to  the  cer* 
tainty  of  punishment.  Recollect  salvation  is  from  sinj  and  not 
from  punishment.  The  fact  that  an  individual  repents  and  turns 
to  God,  and  experiences  present  salvation,  so  far  from  proving  h% 
has  been  or  will  be,  saved  from  punishment,  is  the  stronj^est  evi- 
dence he  has  already  been  punisned.  For  punishment  is  one  of 
the  insVumentalities  through  which  men  are  brought  to  genuioA 
repentance  of  sin.  No  moral  being  can  experience  true  repent* 
lance  of  crime,  without  having  felt  the  chastisement  which  stn, 
sooner  or  later,  invariably  receives. 

I^s  eleventh  argument,  is  founded  on  the  fact,  as  he  asserts, 
that  if  the  sinner  is,  and  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his 
deserts,  his  punishment  is  so  indefinite  as  to  time  and  place,  that 
it  exerts  no  mfluence  on  him. 

It  requires  but  slight  reflection  to  discover  that  this  arj^ument 
possesses  no  real  weight.  We  maintain  that  upon  the  pnnciplea 
of  Universalism,  the  scriptures  inculcate  all  the  definiteness  in  re- 
card  to  p^e,  and  time,  and  means,  of  panishment,  that  can  pro- 
flsoethedightestjn'aclfai/iiiflaenee.  Aknowladge  of  the  place  and 
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tune  of  jmnlshment  is  not  so  important  to  deter  from  sin,  as  a  be- 
lief of  its  certainty.  My  friend's  own  system  is  far  more  defective 
apon  this  subject,  than  any  thing  he  can  justly  charge  on  my  views. 
If  there  is  imperfection  on  eitner  side,  it  is  better  for  men  not  to 
know  positively  when  or  where  punishment  is  to  be  experienced, 
and  yet  that  at  some  time,  and  in  some  place,  it  wiJl  assuredly, 
and  without  failure,  be  inflicted,  than  to  have  an  exact  knowledge 
of  time  and  place,  and  still  cherish  the  belief  that  it  can  very  ea- 
sily be  avoided  !  Of  what  utility  is  the  knowledge  of  the  location 
and  of  the  moment  of  punishment,  except  to  encourage  the  be- 
liever of  it,  that  it  furnishes  him  greater  facilities  to  escape  its 
infliction ! 

Elder  Holmes  declares  Atheists,  Sabbath  breakers,  and  other 
vile  sinners,  do  not  know  whether  they  receive  any  punishment  or 
not,  in  this  life.  Does  he  speak  from  experience,  on  this  subject 
—or  how  does  he  know  what  is  suflered  by  these  classes,  through 
the  power  of  ccmscienu  and  the  numerous  other  ways  in  which 
God  chastises  the  guilty  ?  Let  him  consult  those  who  4iave  been 
addicted  to  immoial  practices,  and  when  they  speak  the  honest 
convictions  of  their  hearts,  they  will  instruct  him,  that  they  found 
no  true  happiness  in  sin ;  but  that  however  fair  they  endeavored 
to  make  the  outside,  there  was  a  worm  gnaunng  within,  that  de- 
stroyed all  real  peace  of  mind.  He  refers  to  their  worldly  pros- 
perity— to  barns  full  of  grain,  as  an  evidence  that  they  are  not 
punished.*  Does  he  not  yet  know  that  God  frequently  causes  the 
very  abundance  of  the  possessions  of  the  wicked,  to  prove  the 
greatest  torment  and  curse  of  their  lives  1  Hence  all  he  says  in 
regard  to  governments  who  so  punish  the  criminal  that  they  do 
not  know  they  are  punished,  is  wholly  inapplicable. 

The  twdfik  argument  in  the  affirmative,  is  that  Universalism 
repudiates  the  highest  example  in  the  Universe  of  the  forgiveness 
of  injuries.  This  is  a  most  remarkable  argument,  or  rather  charge. 
What  more  salutary  or  beautiful  example  can  be  placed  before 
the  world,  than  the  nrinciple  which  my  system  attributes  to  God, 
that  at  any  time,  and  in  any  world,  he  forgives  men  their  ofien- 
tes,  on  due  repentance.  But  look  at  the  example  of  the  Creator 
as  represented  by  Elder  Holmes,  and  theologians  of  his  school — 
That  God  would  not  forgive  the  transgressions  of  men,  until  an 
innocent  being  had  been  punished  in  their  place.  Ah  !  worse 
than  even  this — ^That  if  sinners  do  not,  during  the  brief  years  of 

*  Tliis  proof  that  the  sinner  is  not  punished  here,  which  pre-supposes  also  that  th« 
rifbteoos  are  not  rewarded  in  this  Ul'e,  reminds  me  of  the  couplet  of  the  poet  :— 

**  But  sometimes  rirtue  atareta  while  vice  xnfed^ 
What  tl^n  %    h  the  reward  of  Tirtue,  breeui  t 

Oh,  fool !  to  think  God  hates  the  worthy  mind, 

The  loTer  and  the  love  of  human-kind, 

Whose  life  is  healthful,  and  whose  conacienct  clear, 

BtcMom  h€  wuftta  a  thoummd  jounda  a  ytar !  /"— Pofb. 
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this  life,  believe  that  the  innocent  Son  of  God  has  l)een  punished 
in  their  place,  their  heavenly  Father  will  never  forgive  tnem,  hut 
will  inflict  an  endless  storm  of  retaliation  and  revenge  upon  them ! 
What  kind  of  an  example  is  this  ?  What  influence  would  it  have 
on  society,  were  man  never  to  forgive  an  offender  until  some  in- 
nocent person  was  punished  in  his  stead  i  and  then,  if  the  guilty 
man  did  not  believe  this,  within  a  given  space  of  time,  turn  upon 
him  and  seek  revenge  during  the  entire  course  of  his  life  ? 

His  thirteenth  argument  I  have  alrealy  noticed  at  the  commence- 
ment of  my  last  speech.  He  complains  that  Univ^rsalism  repre- 
sents God  as  exacting  every  iota  of  punishment  on  the  sinner. 
Acknowledged.  And  does  not  his  system  attribute  the  same  prin- 
ciple to  Deity  ?  Does  it  not  insist  that  he  exacts  ail  the  punish- 
ment due  every  sin  that  has  ever  been  committed,  and  that  his 
exaction  is  so  rigid,  if  it  cannot  be  fulfilled  by  the  guilty,  he  wil 
accept  of  it  from  the  innocent  ?  Have  it,  he  will,  m  one  way  o: 
another !  We  do  indeed  maintain  that  God  exacts  punishment  tc 
the  *'  last  iota."  And  why  1  Because  it  is  designed  for  the  rcfor- 
*matioii  of  the  sinner.  The  physician  very  properly  demands  that 
all  his  medicines  shall  be  taken,  because  it  is  designed  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  patient.  Is  it  crtul  to  give  a  sick  man  all  the  medi- 
cine that  hib  restoration  to  health  requires  ?  Is  it  cruel  to  punish 
the  sinful  all  their  restoration  to  moral  health  requires  ? 

His  fourteenth  argument  rests  on  the  assertion,  that  my  views 
contradict  the  common  sense  of  mankind  and  the  common  usage 
of  words.  He  reiterates  his  complaint  that  I  have  not  quoted  from 
Dictionaries  and  Lexicons.  I  acknowledge  I  have  quoted  more 
from  the  scriptures  than  from  Dictionaries.  And  the  reason  is 
satisfactory  to  me,  if  not  to  my  brother  opposite.  It  is  because 
I  have  more  confidence  in  God's  word,  than  man's  explanations. 
I  would  'g^ive  more  for  one  "Thus  saith  the  Lord,"  than  all  the 
Dictionaries  ever  made.  Most  of  them  were  compiled  by  men 
under  the  influence  of  what  I  believe  to  be  erroneous  views  of  re- 
ligion ;  and  they  have  made  their  Dictionaries  conform  to  their  pre- 
conceived opinions.  This  is  especially  obvious  in  regard  to  words 
of  uncertain  or  disputed  meaning.  I  would  not  by  any  means  re- 
pudiate Dictionaries  or  Lexicons.  I  give  them  all  the  weight  they 
can  legitimately  claim.  But  I  go  to  tne  Bible  as  the  best  Diction- 
ary to  teach  us  its  own  meaning.  So  long  as  I  can  explain  scrip- 
ture by  scripture,  I  feel  satisfied. 

The  supposition  of  the  Elder,  that  the  keeper  of  a  prison  should 
draw  up  a  petition  to  the  Governor  for  the  pardon  of  a  convict 
whose  term  of  imprisonment  had  expired,  is  pointless  and  witless. 
It  rests  on  the  old  mistake  which  has  run  through  the  entire  length 
of  his  arguments,  that  pardon  or  forgiveness  is  from  punishment 
— whereas  the  Bible  declares  it  is  from  sin.  The  question  whether 
a  discharged  convict  should  be  forgiven  his  crimes — i.  e.  have  the 
rejnembranu  of  them  blotted  out,  and  be  rntored  to  good  standing 


ON  THB  ATOHBMENT*  01 

In  cemmiiiiitj — would  depend  upon  the  influence  which  his  im- 
prisonment had  exerted  upon  him.  If  it  had  hrought  him  to  sin- 
cere repentance,  he  shoula  be  forgiven — restored.  But  if  he  came 
forth  unrepenting  and  hardened,  who  will  maintain  he  should  be 
forgiven,  notwithstanding  he  had  been  imprisoned  all  the  law  re- 
quired? 

His  fifteenm  argument  is  built  upon  another  assertion — ^that  if 
men  cannot  be  saved  from  punishment,  they  cannot  be  saved  at 
all.  and  hence  universal  damnation  will  prove  Ihe  doom  of  the 
worid !  It  cannot  be  necessary  I  should  spend  a  moment  in  ex- 
amining this  assertion,  for  it  is  not  an  argument.  Salvation  is 
from  «m.  Punishment  is  one  of  the  means  of  salvation.  How 
absurd  to  speak  of  saving  men  from  that  which  leads  to  salva- 
tion! 

I  proceed  now  to  urge  another  arg^ument  against  the  aflirmative 
of  this  question.     My  friend  complains  I  have  insisted  with  much 

rertinacity,  that  his  doctrine  exerts  an  immoral  influence.  This 
have  done  from  a  deep  and  solemn  conviction  that  such  is  its 
tendency.  I  now  re-assert  the  position.  I  introduce  it  as  an  ar- 
gument of  the  most  weighty  and  convincing  nature  against  the 
truth  of  the  whole  theory  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  The 
practical  influence  of  the  doctrines  maintained  on  this  subject  by 
Elder  Holmes  and  his  Evangelical  co-laborers,  is  to  throw  open  a 
broad  highway  in  which  the  transgressor  can  proceed  to  the  com- 
mission of  crime  at  pleasure  and  with  utter  impunity.  I  insist  it 
is  precisely  such  a  doctrine  as  sinful  men  want  and  approbate. 
Ask  them,  and  they  will  tell  you  they  desire  nothing  better. 

Under  the  influence  of  sinful  promptings,  mankind  are  ever 
seeking  to  separate  wickedness  from  punishment — striving  to  con- 
trive ways  and  means  to  indulge  in  sin,  and  avoid  the  infliction 
of  its  just  penalties.  We  see  all  around  us,  men  plunging  into 
evcrj  species  of  immorality,  under  the  deceptive  expectation  that 
it  Will  make  them  happy,  and  then  strugghng  to  get  away  from 
punishment.  To  delude  and  flatter  themselves  that  this  can  be 
dooe,  they  go  to  work  and  invent  theories,  systems,  doctrines.  A 
great  part  of  the  modem  Evangelical  theories  and  creeds — are  but 
a  grand  contrivance— cunningly  and  adroitly  penned — ^to  allow 
the  indulgence  of  wicked  passions,  and  to  shift  the  just  punish- 
ment from  the  guHty  to  an  innocent  substitute !  I  regret  exceed- 
ingly that  learned  Professors  of  Theology,  Doctors  of  Divinity, 
Hmisters  of  the  (xospel,  and  professors  of  religion,  lend  them- 
selves to  such  a  work — I  do  not  say  intentionally,  yet  none  the 
less  certainly.  They  virtually  take  their  place  alongside  the  most 
depraved,  and  insist  that  men  ought  to  be  allowed  to  sin  under 
such  circumstances,  that  they  can  escape  all  punishment  1  In- 
stead of  teaching  the  people  the  great  and  salutary  truth,  that  sin 
and  punishment  are  indiisolMy  connected,  they  continue  to  pro- 
claim the  most  seductive  and  Mattering  enor,  that  there  is  a  way 
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expressly  arranged  by  Heaven,  whereby  sin  can  be  indulged  in  to 
any  extent,  and  by  an  easy  expedient,  its  penalties  all  avoided ! 

This  system  is  sometimes  denominated  a  wav  in  which  God  can 
be  merciful  and  yet  just.  But  its  true  name  should  be — ^'  A  con- 
trivance to  allow  mankind  to  drink  their  fill  of  sin,  and  still  escape 
all  Jehovah's  threatened  penalties  !'^  I  repudiate  the  whole  the- 
ory in  loto !  It  is  false  and  unreal  as  ^*  the  baseless  fabric  of  a 
vision" — and  delusive  and  dangerous  to  the  last  degree.  The 
theory  is  a  great  ^^  air  castle,"  resting  on — noUung  /  It  is  made 
from  *^  whole  cloth."  Not  only  does  it  contradict  the  most  plain, 
literal  and  emphatic  language  m  the  Bible,  but  it  violates  all  pro- 
per conceptions  of  propriety  and  justice,  and  wars  against  the 
clearest  dictates  of  common  sense. 

This  theory  necessarily  represents  sin  as  sweet  and  desirable, 
and  as  calculated  to  impart  enjoyment  and  happiness.  I  say  n«- 
cessarily^ — because  the  moment  it  is  allowed  that  sin  is  a  bitter^, 
an  fin/,  in  itself,  or  that  it  gives  pain  and  unhappiness,  to  those 
who  are  guilty,  it  would  be  virtually  acknowlednng  that  there  is  a 
punishment  connected  with  it,  which  is  unavoiaabfe .  Hence  we 
often  hear  Evangelical  preachers  speaking  of  the  pleasures  of  sin 
— ^the  enjoyments  of  transgressors,  and  the  prosperity  and  happi- 
ness of  the  wicked — ^pointing  to  their  well-filled  barns,  as  my 
friend  opposite  has,  to  prove  that  they  have  no  punishment  in  this 
world !  All  can  see  how  dangerous  is  this  representation,  how 
immoral  its  tendency,  how  ea^er  the  youthful  and  inexperienced 
will  be  to  follow  the  promptings  of  their  passions,  and  plunge 
into  that  sin  they  are  told  is  so  sweet,  and  that  wickedness  which 
is  so  prosperous.  But  when  to  this  most  false  and  dangerous  view 
of  the  nature  of  sin,  is  added  the  gigantic  and  monstrous  error 
for  which  my  opposing  brother  and  all  the  Evangelical  clergv 
contend  so  stronely,  that  the  sinner  can  easily  be  saved  from  all 
punishment  justly  due  his  wickedness,  the  work  of  delusion  is 
completed,  oo  far  as  their  influence  extends  every  barrier  to  sin 
is  broken  down,  and  millions  plunge  into  wickedness  and  ruin ! 
And  that  this  theory  is  so  strongly  contended  for  in  public  discus- 
sion— as  on  this  occasion — and  openly  proclaimed  from  the  sacred 
desk,  from  Sabbath  to  Sabbath,  by  learned,  popular,  and  influen- 
tial ministers  of  the  Gospel,  in  the  presence  of  the  young  ai^d  inex- 
perienced of  both  sexes,  and  has  all  the  solemn  and  weighty 
sanctions  of  a  popular  religion,  only  makes  the  theory  the  more 
dangerous,  and  its  deleterious  effects  the  more  wide-spread  and 
depkirable. 

Reflect !  How  can  it  be  otherwise,  than  this  doctrine  should 
be  demoralizing  in  the  extreme  ?  What  more  does  the  sinner  ask : 
what  more  can  he  want  to  encourage  him  in  wicked  practices ! 
He  is  tempted  to  sin,  and  feels  a  strong  desire  to  give  way  to  that 
temptation.  He  is  told  by  men  of  piety,  learning  and  influence, 
that  to  in4ulge  in  sin  is  to  enjoy  happiness  and  prosperity — that 
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the  wicked  do  not  know  they  are  punished  in  this  worid,  and  that 
there  is  a^way  provided  whereby  they  can  escape  from  crcry 
particle  of  the  punishment  God  has  threatened  against  sin  here> 
after !  What  more  can  be  said,  to  encourage  men  to  commit  sin  ? 
What  efiect  would  it  have  in  human  goTemments,  should  legis- 
lators enact  laws,  providing  that  all  criminals  should  be  punished 
vnUn  they  repented  of  their  crimes :  but  that  if  they  would  re- 
pent they  should  be  pardoned  from  all  punishment,  and  an  inno- 
cent mbttitute  should  satisfy  the  penalty  of  the  law  ?  All  must 
Bee  that  such  a  law  would  be  destructive,  even  in  human  ^vem- 
nents.  How  is  it  possible  that  it  can  be  salutary,  in  a  divine  go- 
Temment ! 

What  has  been  the  practical  effect  of  this  theory  upon  the  com- 
manity  at  lar^e  ?     It  nas  allured  millions  into  wicked  practices, 
and  is  still  doing  the  same  abhorrent  work  every  hour.     It  has 
encouraged  to  all  sinful  acts  ever  committed  on  earth.    This  veiy 
doctrine  was  the  lying  sermon  preached  to  our  first  parents.     *^  Ve 
shall  not  surelv  aic" — there  is  a  way  provided  wherebyye  may 
eommit  sin,  and  be  saved  from  its  just  punishment ! !     That  was 
the  theology  proclaimed  by  the  serpent  to  Adam  and  Eve.     It  was 
a  great  faisebood,  and  they  found  it  to  be  so.    And  from  that  day 
to  this,  it  has  been  the  deludion  which  has  led  men  to  the  perpe- 
tration of  all  crime !     No  man  ever  committed  a  wilful  and  known 
sin,  except  under  the  direct  influence  of  one  or  both  of  these  two 
errors,  viz  : — ^That  wickedness  affords  pleasure,  and  that  just  and 
deserved  punishment  may  be  escaped.     Go  to  our  prisons,  our  peni- 
tentiaries, our  jails — go  to  the  sinks  of  pollution,  the  haunts  of 
licentiousness — ask  their  inmates  why  they  pursue  their  reckless 
career  of  wickedness  ?    Without  an  exception,  they  will  return 
the  same  answer :  ^^  I  beUeved  sin  would  make  me  truly  happy, 
and  that  I  could  escape  its  punishment  !^^ 

It  is  true,  the  advocates  of  this  theory,  have  much  to  say  in  re- 
gard to  punishments.     They  warn  the  sinner  of  great,  appalling 
and  endless  tortures.     Much  of  their  time  is  spent  in  dwelling  on 
these  punishments,  and  in  exhorting  the  wicked  to  flee  from  the 
wrath  to  come,  in  another  world.     But  of  what  avail  is  all  this, 
on  the  great  mass  of  the  sinful  ?     How  can  it  restrain  them  from 
wickedness  ?     Punishment  is  put  afar  off — in  an  unseen  and  «n- 
known  world — and  abundant  .opportunity  is  furnished  to  avoid  it 
entirely.     This  way  of  escape,  neutralizes  all  the  influence  which 
the  threatened  penalty  might  otherwise  exert.     Sinners  are  taught 
there  is  no  punishment  here — or  so  little  that  the  wicked  do  not 
know  when  it  is  inflicted — but  that  all  punishment  is  hereafter ! 
At  the  same  time  they  are  instructed  that  religion,  the  gospel,  the 
death  and  atonement  of  Christ,  are  designed  expressl^r  to  enable 
them  to  escape  that  hereafter  punishment.    All  restraint  is  thus 
taken  away.     When  they  give  way  to  temptation  they  keep  their 
eyea  fixed,  not  on  the  far  off)  endless  punishment,  which  they  be- 
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lieve  exists  in  another  world,  bat  on  the  iDoy  of  ESCAPE  from  it  I 
Of  this  way  of  escape,  they  mean  in  due  time  to  arail  ^hemselres. 
By  thisi  alas!  they  are  allured  to  transgression.  The  wicked 
man  sees  he  may  sin  with  a  high  hand — ^run  a  reckless  career  in 
crime — ^indulge  in  every  species  of  wickedness — ^lie,  steal,  rob, 
defraud,  plunge  into  licentiousness,  riot  in  pollution — ^yea^  even 
stain  his  hands  in  the  heart's  blood  of  his  brother  man,  and  yet 
at  the  last  hour,  while  standing  on  the  gallows  even,  by  repeti' 
tancty  may  escape  with  perfect  impunity,  all  punishment  hereaf- 
ter! Aye,  he  is  taught,  that,  swinging  from  the  gallows,  under 
such  circumstances,  ne  ascends  up  to  ^lory,  to  shout  hallelujah^ 
with  the  highest  angels  around  God^s  tnrone;  while  perhaps,  the 
poor  victim  he  killed  in  an  instant,  giving  him  no  opportunity  to 
repent^  has  gone  down  to  hell,  to  be  tormented  by  demons  forever 
and  ever ! !  And  this  is  really  some  men's  idea  of  moral  restraint, 
God's  justice,  and  the  operation  of  a  perfect  government. 

Brother  Moderators:  There  is,  there  can  be,  no  moral  restraint 
in  this  doctrine.  I  do  not  wonder  my  brother  seeks  to  prevent  my 
dwelling  on  this  feature  of  his  system.  I  would  if  I  were  he.  But 
I  deem  it  my  duty  to  expose  the  demoralizing  tendency  of  this  the- 
ory. I  regret  that  I  am  compelled  to  do  it,  and  I  deeply  sympa- 
thize with  Elder  Holmes,  when  he  is  made  to  look  the  immoral  in- 
fluence of  modem  Evangelism  directly  in  the  face.  Yet  I  am  un- 
der solemn  obligation  to  call  the  attentinn  of  community  to  this 
marked  and  fatal  defect  of  the  system  which  is  strangely  denomina- 
ted orthodox, 

'  Compare  the  moral  influence  of  the  two  systems.  Here  is  a  man 
tempted  to  sin.  He  is  inclined  to  give  way  to  the  temptation,  and 
looks  round  for  encouragement.  He  inquires  of  Universalism, 
what^ will  be  the  effect  of  indulging  in  crime  ?  That  system  assures 
him  there  is  no  pleasure  in  sin— that  in  its  very  nature,  and  in  all 
its  influences,  it  is  a  hitter  evil — that  its  whole  eflect  on  the  heart 
and  life,  is  injurious  and  destructive — that  '*  the  way  of  the  trans- 
greasor  is  hard :"  (Prov.  xiii.  15)— that  his  path  is  dark,  dreary,  full 
of  thorns,  brambles,  and  poisonous  weeds,  and  infested  with  en- 
venomed reptiles  and  deadly  adders — that  so  long  as  he  walks  there- 
in, he  must  unavoidably  experience  pain  and  wretchedneu — and  im- 
presses on  his  mind  the  deep  conviction  that  sin  and  misery  are  tn- 
separably  connected,  being  in  fact,  united  by  cause  and  effect,  which 
no  human  art  can  separate.  With  such  a  prospect  in  view,  he  sees 
no  encouragement  to  sin,  and  turns  to  the  modern  Evangelical  sys- 
tem. How  different  the  representation.  This  teaches  him  there  is 
enjaument  in  sin — that  it  is  calculated  to  make  men  happy  while 
indulging  in  it — and  to  satisfy  him  of  it,  points  to  the  bams  of  the 
wicked  filled  with  grain,  and  insists  if  they  receive  any  punishment 
in  this  life,  it  is  so  light  they  are  not  aware  of  it !  The  pathway 
of  the  wicked  is  described  as  smooth  and  pleasant — there  the  sua 
always  shines  brightly — the  flowers  bloom — ^the  birds  sing — tht 


oil  TBS  ATOXEMXirT.  Of 

i  of  wickednaM  bend  with  golden  dellcioas  fruit !  All  is  bright- 
ness,  all  is  happineM.  So  far  as  tujs  world  is  concerned,  the 
w^j  of  sin  is  the  olace  to  find  pleasure  and  enjoy  life  !  True,  it  is 
insisted  that  the  nowerv  road  of  sin.  leads  to  a  dark  and  dr^ful 
gulf,  in  another  state  of  existence,  into  which  the  transgressor  will 
assuredly  fall,  and  be  tossed  on  fiery  billows  forever,  IF  he  does 
not  turn  to  God.  But  he  is  told  that  all  along  this  beautiful  road, 
there  branch  numerous  paths  of  repentance,  which  lead  directly  to 
safely,  and  that  at  any  time,  he  can  escape  through  them — avoid 
the  gulph  of  perdition,  and  ascend  up  to  heaven  ! ! 

I  ask  the  candid  portion  of  this  audience,  which  of  these  repre^ 
Kntations,  would  be  most  likely  to  lead  the  tempted  man  into  wick- 
edness— and  which  the  most  calculated  to  restrain  him  ?  One  im- 
portant fact  throws  much  light  on  the  subject,  and  will  greatly  aid 
in  deciding  this  inquiry.  Take  the  map  oi  the  world — point  to  the 
£pot  on  the  globe  where  doctrines  which  teach  escape  from  punish- 
ment, moMt  generally  prevail — and  that  will  be  a  community  where 
the  mass  of  the  people,  are  the  most  immoral  and  depraved  among 
men !  Point  to  a  place  where  those  doctrines  are  the  most  gene- 
rally repudiated,  and  where  belief  in  the  certainty  of  punishment  is 
the  prevailing  sentiment,  and  there  the  people  will  be  found  the 
most  moral,  pure,  and  upright !     I  challenge  the  investigation  ! ! 

It  is  the  solemn  conviction  of  my  heart,  that  those  denominations 
who  virtually  encourage  men  into  wickedness  by  continually  pro* 
claiming  and  insisting  that  punishment  can  be  easily  escaped,  are 
held  responsible  by  Jehovah  for  the  deleterious  effect  of  this  theo- 
ry on  the  world !  I  believe  he  will  enter  into  judgment  with  them, 
for  the  great  evil  they  are  inflicting  on  society.  Yea,  he  has  already 
commenced  his  reckoning  with  them.  I  see  it  in  the  low  state  of 
religion,  the  indifference,  the  deadness,  which  prevail  in  their 
midst !  I  see  it  in  the  divisions  which  are  tearing  them  asunder 
I  see  it  in  the  fact  that  some  of  the  largest  of  these  sects  are  rapidly 
decreasing — and  that  to  which  Elder  Holmes  belongs,  the  most  ra- 
pidly of  any !  T  plainly  behold  *'  Mcn£,  mene,  tekel,  uphar- 
»IN  r*  written  all  over  the  walls  of  their  spiritual  edifice ! !  They 
have  been  weighed  in  the  balance  and  found  wanting ! ! — [  Time 
expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  EIGHTH  SPEECH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — If  Mr.  Austin  has  in  reserve,  other 
sagomentM  than  those  already  presented,  I  wish  to  call  his  atten- 
tion to  that  rule  of  the  discussion  which  requires  that  no  new 
arroments  be  presented  in  the  closing  speech  by  either  party.  To 
ofo  additional  arguments  in  a  closing  speech  would  conflict  with 
thia  nde*  besides  being  an  act  of  injustice  to  the  opposing  dispu- 
tant, 9M  h^  can  have  no  opportunity  to  reply. 

He  haa  read  to  us  in  substance  the  some  essays  three  or  four 


(urmaiion,  ii  ^v^ais  reasonauie  lu  suppuoc  uc  wuuiu  uc  «tv<c  v« 
than  to  indulge  in  such  misrepresentations.  I  am  sorry  he 
found  it  necessary  to  take  such  an  uncandid  course,  hec 
such  a  course  imposes  upon  me  the  very  disameahle  task  o 
tering  into  details  which  I  hoped  to  avoid— oi  giving  a  comj 
tive  view  of  the  morality  of  Universalism. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  hook  written  hy  Matthew  Hale  Si 
twelve  years  a  Universalist  preacher ;  and  were  I  disposed  t 
9n  the  principle  of  retaliation,  I  could  produce  from  it  facti 
circumstances  which  would  cause  my  friend  to  hlush — ^if  i 
susceptible  of  this  outward  proof  of  inward  shame.  I  know 
after  the  most  strenuous  efforts  to  prevent  his  renunciatic 
Universalism,  Mr.  Smith  is  now  denounced  as  anything  but 
cent  man :  but  as  denunciation  is  no  part  of  argument,  the 
he  has  collected  remain  as  proof  positive  of  the  immoral  tend 
and  fruits  of  that  theory,  which  through  prejudice  and  false 
cation,  he  was  induced  to  advocate  for  twelve  years. 

The  declamatory  assertions  of  my  friend  respecting  the  imr 
tendency  of  the  doctrine  I  advocate  in  this  discussion,  hav 
a  single  fact  to  support  them.     Does  he  mean  to  institute  a 
parison  in  a  moral  and  religious  sense,  between  the  Univers 
as  a  people,  and  the  orthodox  churches  of  the  day  1     It  were  s 
suit  to  the  good  sense  of  this  audience  to  attempt  a  formal  defer 
the  Evangelical  churches  from  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  c 
lished  by  such  a  comparison.     That  there  are  bad  men  in  all 
munions,  may  be  admitted  without  reflecting  at  all  upon  the  i 
tendency  of  the  doctrinal  peculiarities  of  those  communions, 
native  corruption  of  the  heart  when  yielded  to,  often  prompts 
to  break  through  all  moral  restraints,  and  indulge  in  vice 
this  case  they  are  vicious  in  spite  of  the  restraining,  moral 
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foropos^on  of  the  system  in  which  he  confides,  that  men  are  nei- 
ther better  nor  worse  in  the  future  state,  for  their  conduct  in  this 
life.    There  is  really  no  moral  influence  in  Universalism,  which 
does,  or  can  form,  and  establish  a  virtuous  character.     I  have  called 
ppon  my  friend  to  produce  a  single  clear  case  of  reformation  by  the 
i.ii1aence  of  the  dogma  for  which  he  contends  in  this  discussion  : 
bat  he  has  not  done  so — nor  can  he.     On  the  contrary,  I  have  in 
my  mind  now,  many  with  whom  I  am  personally  acquainted, 
whose  names  I  could  announce,  were  it  proper  to  do  so,  who,  the 
moment  they  embraced  Universaiism,  ceased  the  duty  of  prayer, 
ceased  regarding  the  Sabbath  with  reverence,  ceased  to  fear  God  or 
keep  his  commandments,  and  gave  free  and  unrestrained  indulgence 
to  the  passions  of  their  depraved  hearts.     To  be  a  christian,  a  man 
mast  repent,  forsake  sin,  resist  temptation,  deny  himself  and  take 
up  his  cross,  and  follow  Christ  in  the  regeneration ;  he  must  main- 
tain his  christian  character  by  constant  faith  and  prayer — but  in 
being  a  Universal ist,  he  may  ca^t  off  fear  and  restrain  prayer :  he 
may  roll  sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  his  tongue,  and  float  down 
the  stream  of  natural  passion  and  propensity ;  and  his  theory  assures 
him  he  is  perfectly  secure  from  consequences  with  respect  to  a 
hinre  state,  and  if  he  is  visited  for  his  sinful  indulgence  in  this  life, 
his  panishment  will  be  in  no  sense  an  evil,  but  a  wholesome  medicine 
to  care  his  disease.     Such  is  the  diflerence  between  Universaiism 
and  the  true  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.     No  wonder  that  so 
many  ungodly  men,  love  the  doctrines  of  Universaiism. 

The  pnnciples  for  which  I  contend  here  have  been  so  repeatedly 
perverted  by  my  friend,  and  I  have  called  his  attention  to  the  fact 
BO  often  to  no  purpose,  that  I  am  compelled  to  believe  he  does  it 
for  the  purpose  of  presenting  a  false  issue  to  the  congregation, 
and  thus  diverting  their  attention  from  the  real  merits  of  the  ques- 
tion. 1  have  contended  here,  as  does  the  Bible,  that  the  world  is  in  a 
state  of  death ;  a  state  from  which  they  cannot  recover  themselves ; 
and  that  it  was  the  object  of  the  atonement  to  remove  the  obstacles 
to  human  salvation.  Not  to  save  men  from  punishment  for  vol- 
untary sins,  committ  *d  by  presuming  upon  divine  goodness,  and 
on  supposition  that  God  is  bound  to  forgive  those  sins  because 
Christ  has  died ;  but  to  save  them  from  that  condition  in  which  they 
•  vrre  lod,  and  mast  have  continued  so,  without  the  atonement.  It 
is  true,  the  gospel  makes  provision  for  the  forgiveness  of  personal 
transgression,  when  the  sinner  yields  to  its  claims,  and  repents ; 
-  but  it  affords  no  promise  that  thoae  who  reject  the  offers  of  present 
salvation,  shall  ever  be  saved  at  all.  Hence  those  who  continue 
in  sin,.becaus3  they  love  it,  after  the  offer  of  salvation  is  made  to 
them,  and  with  the  expectation  of  future  repentance  and  salvation, 
do  so  at  the  peril  of  their  souls.  Mr.  Austin  says,  that  on  my  the- 
ory, men  are  not  pnni^ed  in  this  life.  But  this  is  not  true.  I 
have  repeatedly  shown,  that  my  theory  embraces  all  the  punish- 
Bent  tA  this  life^  which  he  himself  claims  as  due  the  sinner.    So 
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that  if  punishment  be  a  motive  to  deter  from  sin,  it  is  as  stroor  in 
my  theory,  as  his,  even  in  this  world ;  besides,  on  my  principles, 
the  motive  is  strengthened  a  hundred  fold,  by  extending  God's  re- 
tributive administration  into  eternity.  I  say  that  this  life  is  a  state 
of  retribution  ;  and  that  God  gives  the  sinner  frequently  in  this  life, 
the  first  fruits  of  eternal  perdition,  and  that  these  first  fruits  em- 
brace all  that  my  friend  contends  for,  as  punishment  in  full  for  the 
sinner's  crimes. 

In  his  argument  on  the  subject  of  pardon  and  for^veness,  Mr. 
Austin  says,  the  error  in  my  use  of  these  words,  consists  in  taking 
their  meaning,  as  it  is  understood  in  its  application  to  human  gov- 
ernments.   But  how  does  it  appear  that  this  is  an  error  ?    Let  the 
gentleman  tell  us  if  he  can,  how  we  are  to  form  our  views  of  the 
divine  government,  if  not  from  the  analogy  of  human  governments. 
Human  governments,  as  authorized  by  the  Deity,  in  connection 
with  the  revelation  of  his  word,  furnish  all  the  information  within 
our  reach,  respecting  the  nature  of  the  divine  government.     If  my 
friend  has  any  other  source  of  information  let  him  present  it.    God 
reveals  himself  to  us,  as  lawgiver,  King,  Ruler,  Governor :   he . 
speaks  of  punishing  and  rewarding,  pardoning  and  forgiving ;  and 
where  is  the  proof  that  these  terms  are  not  to  be  understood  in  their 
common  acceptation  ?    The  only  difference  I  can  conceive  of,  is  in 
the  comparative  perfection  of  the  divine  and  hunutn  governments. 
God  and  his  government  are  perfect  and  changeless ;  man  and  his 
government,  imperfect  and  mutable.    If  Mr.  Austin  has  any  far- 
ther light  on  this  subject,  I  hope  he  will  let  it  shine.    Pardon  is 
pardon,  and  forgiveness  is  forgiveness,  and  their  nature  is  the  same 
whether  in  the  divine  or  human  administration.    The  terms  may, 
or  may  not  be  properly  applied,  but  the  idea  conveyed  by  pardon 
and  forgiveness,  is  perfect  in  itself,  and  is  the  same  in  the  govern- 
ment;of  God,  and  the  governments  of  men.     The  meaning  of  these 
words  is  always  and  everywhere,  the  same.    Let  Mr.  Austin  dis- 
prove this  if  he  can. 

My  friend  represents  punishment  in  the  light  of  medicine,  inten- 
ded only  for  the  cure  of  the  sinner's  disease — *'  in  no  sense  an  evil" 
&c.  What  a  powerful  motive  tiiis  must  furnish  to  deter  from  sin  ! 
A  medicine  ! !  And  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  this  medi- 
cine is  made  necessary  by  the  direct  act  of  the  Almighty.  Mr. 
Austin  in  the  Universalist  Expositor  says,  "sin  proceeds  from  the 
bodily  constitution*  not  from  the  mind  or  soul."  God  has  made 
man  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly,  that  is,  he  has  given  him  such 
a  physical  constitution,  that  sin  is  the  necessary  consequence ;  sin 
is  the  sickness,  punishment  the  medicine  to  effect  a  cure,  and  both 
are  the  result  of  God's  arbitrary  act.  So  my  friend  teaches,  and 
such  is  the  teaching  of  his  brethren ;  that  God  administers  punish- 
ment to  counteract  the  natural  and  necessary  consequences  of  the 
physical  constitution.     Query :    Does  the  medicine  ever  effect  a 
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tmt  ?    If  it  does,  does  it  change  the  origiiial  ecmstitatioii  of  iiMui*ii 
pkjsieal  nature  ? 

Now  as  Christ  came  to  save  men  from  their  sins,  how  does  As 
tSkei  this  work,  if  it  is  effected  by  punishment.  Besides,  what  a 
det^rading  view  this  notion  obliges  us  to  take  of  the  character  and 
work  of  Christ !  What  an  exalted  personage  Christ  mast  be,  and 
how  exalted  the  work,  to  save  men  from  certain  physical  obliqui- 
ties, made  necessary  by  the  creating  act  of  God  !  I  Where  is  the 
moral  influence  of  his  sufferings,  the  moral  effect  of  the  atonement  ? 
What  has  moral  means  to  do  with  physical  laws,  and  their  efkcts  ? 
The  legitimate  conclusions  flowing  from  the  premises  of  Universa- 
lism,  leave  nothing  for  a  Savior  to  do :  hence  it  has  become  quite 
coBomon  with  the  teachers  of  that  school,  to  dispense  n^ith  Christ 
in  all  but  the  name,  and  build  their  system  of  salvation  on  ground 
independent  of  the  gospel.  For  illustration  I  refer  you  to  a  fact. 
Not  ion^  since,  at  a  Convention  of  Universalists  held  in  one  of  the 
Eastern  States,  a  discussion  sprung  up,  and  continued  several  days, 
on  the  question — whether  it  was  necessary  that  a  minister  of  the 
gospel  sbould  believe  the  Bible  account  of  the  character  and  mira- 
cles of  Christ  After  an  excited  debate,  it  was  finally  resolved,  by 
how  much  majority  we  are  not  told,  that  to  be  a  minister  of  the 
gospel,  it  is  necessary  to  believe  what  the  Bible  says  of  Christ's 
character  and  miracles.  Hence  it  appears,  that  after  fifty  years  or 
more  of  the  existence  of  Universalism  in  this  country,  the  question 
referred  to,  remains  unsettled.  When  we  hear  a  Universalist 
preach,  we  don^t  know  whether  he  believes  the  Bible  account  of 
Christ  or  not.  The  discussion  referred  to  above  was  lengthy 
and  exciting:  there  must  therefore,  have  been  a  respectable  mi- 
nority to  say  the  least,  who  did  not  then,  and  do  not  now,  think 
it  necessary  to  believe  the  Bible  account  of  Christ  and  his  miracles, 
in  order  to  be  a  minister  of  the  gospel.  *'  O  tempora .'  O  mores  ."* 
Here  we  see  the  infidel  character  and  tendency  of  that  theory  of 
which  the  gentleman  seems  proud  to  be  an  advocate.  In  this  case 
the  cloven  foot  is  uncovered.  But  after  all,  those  who,  in  the  con- 
vention, maintained  the  negative  of  the  question,  were  clearlj^  in 
the  right,  that  is,  their  conclusion  was  legitimate  from  the  premises 
of  Universalism.  Deny  the  divinity  of  Christ — the  vicarious  na- 
ture of  his  atonement — give  every  man  the  power  to  atone  for  his 
own  sins  by  personal  suffering,  and  the  cable  is  slipped,  and  there 
is  really  no  stoppizig  place  for  the  mind,  until  it  is  launched  upon 
the  broad  sea  of  universal  scepticism.  This  fact  might  be  illustra- 
ted by  dozens  and  scores  of  examples,  that  have  occurred  in  the 
history  of  Universalism.  As  to  the  moral  influence  of  this  theory, 
as  compared  widi  Evangelical  truth,  it  is  enough  to  settle  this  ques- 
tion, to  know  that  to  be  a  Christian,  a  man  must  *'  crucify  the  flesh 
with  its  affections  and  lusts,"  he  must  engage  in,  and  prosecute  a 
war^e,  against  the  world,  the  flesh,  and  the  devil,  and  "purify 
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liimself  eren  as  Christ  is  pure ;"  but  nothing  like  this  is  necesBarj 
to  be  a  Universalist.  If  he  is  a  moral  man,  well  and  good  :  if  he  is 
immoral,  all  the  same.  He  may  believe  little  or  much  of  the  Bible, 
as  best  suits  his  purpose ;  he  may  aToi4»  hate,  and  abhor,  every 
appearance  of  a  religious  life — he  may  substitute  swearing  for  pray- 
ing— and  still,  if  he  disbelieves  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment* 
he  is  a  good  Ilniversalist. 

I  hare  already  admitted  that  there  are  some  moral  Universalists, 
in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  term,  though  they  are  so  in  spite 
of  the  tendeaeies  of  their  system.  But  as  regards  practical  reli- 
gion, self-denial,  prayer,  the  devotion  of  the  heart  to  God,  and  other 
reli|^otts  duties  which  have  God  for  their  object,  and  holiness  for 
their  fruits,  and  must  be  maintained  if  at  all,  in  spite  of  the  vicious 
tendency,  and  natural  depravity  of  the  heart :  no  one  expects  Uni- 
versalism  to  bear  such  fruit  nor  is  any  one  disappointed  or  sur- 
prised when  he  sees  Universalists  cut  loose  from  all  restraints,  and 
Jive  in  utter  disre^rd  of  religious  obligation.  The  vicious  influ- 
ence of  Universalism,  is  one  of  that  class  of  facts,  established  by 
general  observation,  the  plainness  and  positiveness  of  which,  caii- 
not  be  increased  by  argument 

The  gentleman  talks  of  the  distraction  and  division  of  my  deno* 
mination.  Well — "  first  pure,  then  peaceable,"  is  the  doctrine  of 
scripture.  If  m^*  denomination  has  admitted  any  degree  of  error, 
I  go  for  such  agitation  as  will  purge  out  the  old  leaven,  and  restore 
the  church  to  its  original  purity.  Methodists  have  their  religious 
views  and  their  standard  of  morality,  clearly  defined,  and  published 
to  the  world ;  hence  it  is  an  easy  matter  to  detect  departures  from 
the  old  landmarks,  and  as  easy  to  tell  when  the  defection  is  cured. 
I  rejoice  to  know  that  our  activity  and  zeal  for  God  and  truth,  has 
hitherto  kept  us  from  religious  stagnation,  and  consequent  corrup- 
tion. 

But  how  is  it  with  the  gentleman's  fraternity  ?  Is  there  no  dis- 
traction there  ?  Will  he  tell  us  how  many  parties  there  are  in  his 
brotherhood,  whose  distinguishing  characteristics  consist  in  the 
comparative  distance  at  which  they  are  removed  from  Bible  truth  ? 
Will  he  tell  us  how  manv  stand  points  these  various  parties  have, 
between  orthodoxy  and  broad  Atheism  ?  No,  my  friend  will  not 
lift  the  veil  and  give  us  a  view  of  that  incongruous  medley,  whose 
only  bond  of  union  consists  in  a  disbelief  oi  the  doctrine  of  endless 
perdition  for  the  ungodly.  And  for  this  state  of  things  I  see  no 
possible  remedy,  without  the  destruction  of  the  whole  superstruc- 
ture. Universalism  is  out  upon  the  sea  of  skepticism  without  a 
rudder  or  compass,  and  as  some  of  its  crafts  have  already  dashed 
upon  the  rocks  of  infidelity,  a  similar  destruction  awaits  the  whole 
fleet,  unless  in  some  way,  they  shall  manage  to  return  to  the  star- 
ting point,  and  take  truth  for  their  pilot,  and  Christ,  the  divine 
and  eternal  son  of  God  for  their  captain.  But  to  drop  the  figure. 
Universalism  has  no  published  or  acknowledged  standard  of  moral* 
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ity,  or\€ligunis  bdief.  Now  and  then  a  few  itidrridQals  eonvene 
and  pat  forth  a  few  general  propositionSradmitting  as  many  con- 
Btractions  as  there  are  diflRsrent  tastes  and  views  among  th^n.  But 
these  proceedings  are  looked  upon  as  a  work  of  superrogatioB,  and 
reg^irded  as  wholly  irresponsihie  by  the  denomination  at  large.  As 
Universalism  has  no  standard  of  doctrine  or  morality,  so,  they  hare 
no  ckurch  discipline.  Hence  we  never  hear  of  ex  pulsions  from  the 
brotherhood  of  Universalists,  either  for  heresy  or  immorality.*  Oc- 
casionally they  withdraw  fellowship  from  a  preacher,  whose  infi* 
delity  and  immorality  has  become  too  rank  and  glaring  to  be  fede- 
rated by  the  better  sort  of  people  among  them ;  but  who  ever  heard 
of  their  expelling  a  laymen  by  any  formal  act  of  church  discipline, 
either  for  heresy  or  immorality  ?  It  is  possible  such  a  thing  may 
ha?e  been  done,  but  the  first  case  of  the  kind  has  yet  to  come  to 
my  knowledge  !  I  repeat  it,  Universalism  is  a  system  of  unbdirf 
—it  stands  not  upon  affirmative  propositions — ^its  only  principle  of 
unity  consists  in  subscribing  negatives. 

Mr.  Austin  objects^ to  my  theory  on  the  ground  that  it  allows  the 
sinner  to  escape  punishment  on  repentance.  But  I  would  ask  if 
this  is  not  precisely  the  ground  he  has  contended  for  in  every 
speech  he  has  made.  He  has  taught  us  that  God  punishes  only  to 
produce  repentance — that  the  sinner  only  deserves  that  amount  of 
punishment  which  will  create  repentance — that  when  he  repents  he 
ceases  to  be  punished — and  finally,  that  repentance  is  punishment, 
and  yet  he  objects  that  I  allow  the  sinner  to  escape  punishment  on 
condition  of  repentance.  How  logical,  how  beautifully  consistent 
his  course  of  argumentation  appears ! ! ! 

Mr.  Austin  ]^  referred  to,  and  attempted  to  explain  away  the 
passage  in  Rom.  iii.  24,  quoted  by  me.  in  support  orthe  doctrine  of 
the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christ ;  but  he  has  failed  entirely.  In- 
deed that  passage  cannot  be  explained  away.  It  is  one  of  the  bul- 
warks of  that  truth  for  which  X  contend — a  standing  refutation  of 


all  skeptical  views  of  Christ  and  his  atonement.  *<  Beinfj  justified 
freely  by  his  grace,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Chnst  Jesus, 
whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through  faith  in  his 
blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that 
are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God ;  to  declare  I  say  at  this 
time  his  righteousness :  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of 
him  that  believeth  in  Jesus.'* 

This  paragraph  sets  forth  three  things,  all  which  unite  in  con- 
finping  tne  doctrine  of  a  vicarious  atonement. 

1.  The  justification  of  the  sinner  is  an  act  of  grace.  ^' Being 
justified  freely  by  his  grace." 

2.  As  an  act  of  the  divine  administration,  it  is  also  an  act  of 
justice,  "  That  he  might  be  just  and  the  justifier  of  him  that  be- 
lieveth.** It  is  no  infraction  of  the  justice  of  Grod;  it  requires 
no  abatement  of  the  claims  of  law»  to  remit  the  sins  of  the  guilty. 


/I 
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3.  The  claims  of  justice  ar$  harmonized  with  the  work  ofmereft 
in  extending  pardon  to  the  guilty.  How  ?  '*  Through  the  redemp- 
tion that  is  in  Christ  Jesus,  whom  God  hath  set  fortn  to  he  a  pro- 
pitiation, through  faith  in  his  bloody  to  declare  his  righteousness 
for  the  REMISSION  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearanu  of 
God:' 

Mercy  finds  the  channel  of  divine  favor  open  to  the  lost  sinner, 
through  the  redeeming  blood  of  Christ.  Justice  points  to  the  pro- 
pitiatory death  and  blood  of  Christ,  as  the  satisfaction  of  its  de- 
mands, while  the  sword  is  sheathed,  and  a  dispensation  of  grace 
is  irranted  to  a  guilty  world.  "  Mercy  and  truth  are  met  togeUier : 
righteousness  and  peace  have  kissed  each  other."  O  wonderful 
plan !  *'0  the  depth  of  the  riches  both  of  the  wisdom  and  of  the 
knowledge  of  God!!" 

**  Here  the  whole  Deity  it  known, 

Nor  does  a  creature  gneM, 
Which  of  the  glories  brightest  shone, 

The  justice  or  the  grace." 

The  gentleman  says  justification  is  a  heathen  doctrine.  If  he 
means  to  say  that  this  doctrine  exists  among  the  heathen  in  connec- 
tion with  sacrificial  worship,  I  will  not  dispute  it.  This  fact  is  a 
confirmation  of  its  truth.  It  ma;^  be  regarded  as  the  relict  of  that 
ancient  system  of  worship  established  by  God  himself,  intended  to 
prefigure  the  sacrificial  atonement  of  Christ,  and  under  which  Abel 
acted  when  he  "  offered  a  more  acceptable  sacrifice  than  Cain." 
Tliis  original  system  of  worship,  and  method  of  approach  to  God, 
has  never  since  been  lost  sieht  of  entirely,  even  by  the  heathen 
world.  It  was  re-established  in  the  covenant  with  Noah — in  the 
covenant  with  Abram ;  and  the  Mosaic  economy  was  intended  to 
perfect  the  arrangement,  and  keep  it  alive  until,  Christ  should 
make  his  appearance,  and  put  away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself. 
He  became  *'  the  end  of  this  law  for  righteousness" — **  Behold  the 
lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world."  The  hea- 
then, through  ignorance  and  corruption,  perverted  the  doctrine ;  but 
the  fact  that  they  had  it  in  any  form,  is  proof  of  its  truth,  since  its 
existence  among  them  can  only  be  explained  on  supposition  that  it 
was  a  feature  of  that  system  of  worship,  originally  established  by 
the  Deit^.  There  can  therefore  be  no  valid  objection  to  the  doc- 
trine, arising  from  the  fact  that  it  is  found  among  heathen. 

The  gentleman  also  asserts  that  justification  by  the  atonement  of 
Christ, ^ras  unknown  for  the^rst  200  years  after  Christ.  In  this 
declaration  he  assumes  what  ha  ought  to  prove,  viz :  that  the  doc- 
trine is  not  taueht  in  the  Bible.  That  it  is  taught  there  I  have 
shown  abnndanUy.  If  the  Bible  was  known  for  the  first  200  years, 
then  this  doctrine  was  known.  But  if  this  doctrine  should  not  be 
found  stated  and  defended  in  a  formal  manner  in  any  production  of 
ihd  fathers  of  the  age  referred  to,  this  cannot  be  proof  against  it. 
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because  most  of  the  writings  of  that  ase  have  perisbed— onlj  a 
few  fragments  have  come  down  to  us.  Moreover,  this  aiid  other 
fandamental  doctrines  were  not  called  in  question  during  that  age^ 
hence  would  not  be  likel}'  to  be  stated  in  a  very  formal  manner. 
Mosheim  says  that  during  the  first  ages  of  the  church,  **  (here  was 
hot  the  least  controversy  about  the  capital  doctrines  of  christian* 
ity."  I  think  however,  had  f  Eusebius*  work  here,  I  could  pro- 
duce passages  which  would  show  that  the  gentleman  has  reckoned 
withoui  his  host.  I  know  that  he  uses  language  from  which  the  doc- 
trine under  consideration  may  be  fairly  inferred — such  as, '*  Christ 
the  Redesmer  ofsofilsy"  Ifc, 

I  will  now  employ  the  few  minutes  of  my  time  yet  remaining,  in 
recapitulating  my  arguments.  The  question  is*  Does  gospel  salva- 
tion embrace  deliverance  from  just  and  deserved  punishment. 

In  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question  I  have  presented 
fifteen  arguments. 

1.  Argument  based  on  the  nature  of  the  gospel — *'  good  tiding 
of  great  joy."  This  would  not  be  true  in  any  consis^nt  sense,  un- 
less the  gospel  proposed  to  deliver  men  from  nunishment. 

2.  On  the  object  of  Chrisfs  advent — **  He  snail  save  his  people 
from  their  sins."  I  have  shown  conclusively  I  think,  that  there  is 
no  way  to  save  men  from  their  sins,  without  saving  them  from  the 
punishment  of  sin. 

3.  On  the  doctrine  of  redemption  as  expressed  in  Galatians  3d — 
**  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law  being  made  a 
cnrae  for  us."  I  have  shown  that  the  Greek  word  kataray  transla- 
ted *'  curse,'*  means  the  penalty  which  the  law  inflicts  upon  the 
transgressor ;  and  as  Chnst  has  redeemed  us  from  this  curse,  hence 
he  has  provided  that  we  may  escape  from  the  punishment  we  de- 
serve. 

4.  On  the  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners^-Chrlst  "  suffered  for 
ug" — **  died  for  us*' — ••  sufl^red  for  our  sins" — "  bore  our  sins  in 
his  own  bodjTon  the  tree** — **  was  wounded  for  our  transfpressions,** 
&c.  Mr.  Austin  has  not  been  able  to  show  what  Christ  suffered 
and  died  for,  if  not  to  relieve  man  from  sin  and  suffering :  and  the 
full  force  of  this  argument  remains. 

5.  On  the  atonement  made  by  Christ.  Here  I  have  proved  by 
Rom.  iii.  24S,  and  other  passages  that  Christ  became  our  propitia- 
tor, that  the  legal  obstacles  to  pardon  might  be  removed,  that  God 
might  be  just  in  remitting  sins  that  are  nast. 

6.  On  the  intercession  of  Christ.  *'  If  a  man  sin  we  have  an  ad- 
vocate with  the  Father."  The  object  of  Christ's  intercession  being 
to  procure  favor  for  the  guilty,  which  implies  salvation  from  pun- 
ishment 

7.  On  the  meaning  of  the  words  pardon  9Xkd  forgiveness.  I  have 
given  the  standard  definition  of  these  terms,  and  shown  by  their 
scriptaral  usage,  that  they  imply  salvation  from  punishment. 
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8.  Some  men  have  been  saTed  from  pnnbbiiieDt    Here  I  ex* 

hibited  those  scripture  proofs,  which  assert  in  so  many  words, 
that  God  did  in  some  cases  punish  men  **  less  than  their  iniquilies 
deserve,*'  consequently  he  did  saye  them  from  punishment. 

9.  On  passages  which  clearly  imply  salvation  from  puniriiment. 
On  this  pointl  introduced  a  long  list  of  passages  which  can  only 
be  understood  on  the  supposition  that  God  delivers  from  just  pun- 
ishment. 

10.  On  the  fact,  that  if  men  are  always  and  necessarily  punished 
to' the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  the  process  by  which  this  is  effec- 
ted, is  so  indefinite  as  to  time,  manner  and  place,  that  it  exerts  no 
moral  influence  upon  their  minds,  and  involves  a  mode  of  retribu- 
tion unworthy  the  government  of  God. 

11.  In  this  argument  I  have  shown,  that  the  negative  of  the 
question  we  are  discussing,  would  make  perfect  nonsense  of  the 
scriptures. 

12.  That  it  removes  the  highest  example  in  the  universe  for  the 
forgiveness  of  injuries,  and  makes  the  *'  lex  talionis"  the  rule  that 
should  goveifi  the  intercourse  of  men. 

13.  It  contradicts  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  and  would  be 
absurd,  and  impossible  in  practice. 

14.  This  argument  is  founded  on  the  fact  th^t  the  gospel  propo- 
ses to  save  men  now,  which  cannot  be,  if  men  mnst  first  be  punish- 
ed all  their  sins  deserve. 

15.  On  the  fact  that  if  men  must  be  punished  all  they  deserve  as 
sinners  against  God,  they  can  never  be  saved  at  all,  and  universal 
damnation  must  follow. 

And  what  has  the  gentleman  done  to  remove  these  arguments  ? 
He  has  shown  considerable  ability  and  skill  in  the  management  of 
his  part  of  the  debate  on  this  question,  but  he  has  really  effected 
nothintr  towards  establishing  his  position. 

1.  He  has  not  answered  my  arguments.  I  am  surprised  at  the 
little  efibrt  he  has  made  in  that  direction.  He  has  aiUmpted  a  for- 
mal reply  to  only  half  my  positions :  to  a  few  others  he  has  merely 
alluded,  by  a  few  conunon  place  remarks :  to  some  half  dozen  he 
has'not  referred  at  all,  and  probably  will  not;  and  yet  he  has  evi- 
dently done  the  very  best  he  could. 

2.  In  his  negative  arguments,  he  has  been  confused  and  contra- 
dictory. As  often  as  he  has  laid  down  one  principle,  he  has  con- 
tradicted it  by  another.  He  has  taught  that  Christ  saves  from  sin 
— ^that  punishment  saves  from  sin — and,  that  sin  is  its  own  cure. 
He  has  maintained  that  the  sinner  must  be  punished  all  he  deserves 
—that  he  deserves  to  be  punished  until  he  repents — that  God  in- 
flicts punishment  to  produce  repentance — and,  that  repentance  is 
punishment.  He  has  taught  that  all  sin  comes  from  the  body,  and 
all  punishment  is  in  the  mind — that  sin  is  the  result  of  a  physical 
cause,  and  that  moral  means  are  employed  to  remove  it.  He  has 
repeatedly  refused  to  tell  us  whether  he  believed  in  future  punish- 
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iMit,  and  vet  has  sonetimes  left  us  to  iaf er  f atnre  muudmeiit  fnmi 
hb  geneiai  declarations.  Besides  this,  he  has  made  a  strong^  efibrt 
to  establish  a  false  issue*  and  divert  attention  from  the  merits  of  the 
question.  In  the  meantime,  I  am  left  in  possession  of  sTery  aipi- 
nent  presented.  He  has  not  succeeded  in  taking  one  from  my 
pasp.  They  stand  as  so  many  firm  and  unshaken  pillais,  to  sap- 
port  the  blessed  doctrine  I  have  advocated  for  two  days — **  He  that 
coofeaaeth  and  forsaketh  his  sins,  shall  find  mercy."  I  oiSer  this 
■crcy  now,  to  every  sinner  in  this  assembly,  in  the  name  of  Christ 
wbo  has  *'  sttj&red  the  just  for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  bring  as 
to  God."— L  Time  txpired. 

§ 

[me.  AUSTIN'S  SIOBTH  KEPLT.] 

Broilur  Moderators: — ^In  reply  to  the  remark  of  my  friend  in  re- 
gard to  the  absence  of  all  traces  of  the  modern  system  of  Atone- 
ment, durln^^  the  first  two  centuries  of  the  christian  era,  I  will  quote 
from  an  article  on  the  Atonement,  by  Rev.  David  Holmes,  A.  M., 
in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  for  July,  1847.  In  that  arti- 
cle he  says :  "  there  were  no  theories  of  Atonement  during  the  first 
two  centuries."  He  insists  now,  that  all  professors  of  Christianity 
at  that  day,  were  believers  in  Atonement.  Here  we  have  David 
Holmes,  vs.  David  Holmes,  The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  the  early 
Christian  Fathers  made  no  mention  of  the  Atonement,  because  there 
was  no  one  in  the  church  who  believed  it  as  it  is  now  held.  In 
the  the  name  of  reason,  if  all  Christians  then,  received  that  senti- 
nent  as  it  is  now  believed,  would  it  not  have  been  found  in  the 
writings  of  those  a^s  ?  The  fact  that  they  are  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject, is  positive  evidence,  that  for  two  hundred  years  after  Christ, 
there  were  none  in  the  church  who  believed  the  modern  doctrine  of 
Atonement  What  other  conclusion  can  we  adopt,  than  that  it  is 
a  heathen  doctrine,  which  afterwards  crept  into  the  church,  amid 
the  corruptions  with  which  Christianity  became  loaded  in  the  Dark 
Ages !  Would  not  the  fact  that  no  traces  of  Universalism  can  be 
found  for  two  hundred  years  past,  in  the  writings  of  those  sects  in 
our  day,  who  style  themselves  orthodox,  be  considered  a  thousand 
years  hence,  strong  evidence  that  these  sects,  did  not  believe  that 
sentiment  ? 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^Read  the  whole  of  the  paragraph,  if  yea  please, 
and  it  will  be  seen  that  the  latter  part  explains  all. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^I  have  no  objection ;  here  it  is  :— 
*'Not  that  the  immediate  successors  of  the  Apostles  had  no  definite 
conceptions  of  the  nature  of  Atonement ;  but  the  age  of  ptulosophi* 
cal  speculation  had  not  yet  commenced  in  the  church.  These  *  fa- 
thers' adhered  to  the  simplicity  of  the  Bible,  and  attempted  no  nice  ^ 
di^nctions  or  metaphysical  statement  of  the  facts  and  principles 
involved  ni  this  great  subject." 

r 
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This  Isngnage  only  eonfiims  my  position.  II  is  andovbtedly  tme 
that  the  Fathers  did  adhere  to  *'  the  simplicity  of  the  Bible,**  in  re-* 
eard  to  the  Atonement.  All  they  knew  or  believed  on  tiie  svbject, 
toey  k^med  from  the  New  Testament,  which  taught  them  that  the 
Atonement — [At-one-ment]— consisted  simply  in  the  reconciling  of 
man  to  God — ^not  God  to  jnan — through  the  displays  of  his  lore,  as 
manifested  in  Jesus  Christ.  Hence  we  see  nothmg  in  their  wri- 
tings of  the  huge,  mis-shapen,  contradictory  theory,  of  modem 
Atooement.  But  when  *'the  age  of  philosophical  specidatiott " 
arnv^ — i.  e.  when  heathen  p^losophy,  and  the  cnule  teachings  of 
Polytheism  began  to  take  the  place  of  the  simple  doctrines  of  cniuN 
tianity — then,  lor  the  first  time,  we  find  traces  of  what  are  now 
mis-called  Evangelical  sentiments,  in  regard  to  the  AtonenunU  and 
the  kindred  doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  Endles$  Punishment,  pre- 
vailing in  the  Church !  No  fact  in  historr  can  be  more  fully  estab- 
lished, than  that  all  these  dogmas  are  the  legitimate  offiipring  of 
Pu;an  theology,  surreptitiously  introduced  into  the  christian  church, 
'*  during  the  age  of  philosophical  [heathen]  speculation." 

Allow  me  to  refer  briefly  to  what  my  friend  has  said  in  regard 
to  my  own  denomination.  He  charges  that  we  have  no  stanoard 
of  belief.  This  happens  to  be  quite  a  mistake.  The  Bible  is  our 
standard  of  belief.  Does  the  gentleman  know  of  any  better  ?  If, 
however,  by  "  standard  of  belief,"  he  means  articles  of  faith,  he  is 
equally  at  fault.  Near  fifty  years  ago,  our  General  Convention 
drew  up  certain  "  Articles  of  Faith,"  as  the  basis  of  our  organiza- 
tion, wnich  we  have  recognized  as  such  to  the  present  day. 

He  asserts  also,  that  our  only  bond  of  union  is  opposition  to  end' 
less  punishment  /  This  is  a  remarkable  declaration  for  a  can  did  man 
to  make.  No  bond  of  union  !  We  have  a  great  and  glorious  bond 
of  union !  We  believe  a  doctrine  which  teaches  that  God,  in  his 
infinite  goodness  and  wisdom,  will  in  due  time,  gather  all  his  wan- 
dering children  home  to  himself,  so  that  there  shall  be  one  great 
and  happy  family  in  Heaven,  all  loving  and  praising  him.  To  my 
friend  this  may  all  appear  rery  trivial,  and  of  little  weight  But 
we  view  it  as  an  infimtely  important  truth.  It  is  this,  that  forms 
our  *<  bond  of  union  ** — ^it  is  this  that  draws  and  knits  us  together, 
in  a  most  perfect  unity  i  and  not  an  opposition  to  endless  pnnish- 
ment,  or  to  any  thine  else. 

He  charges  us  wim  internal  divisions.  This  is  not  so,  in  any 
such  sense  as  he  would  imply.  We  allow  the  utmost  freedom  oi 
opinion  in  our  midst  on  all  minor  topics.  Hence  there  may  be,  and 
is,  diversities  of  views  on  many  points  in  theology  of  secondary 
importance — we  agree  to  disagree,  in  harmony  in  these  matters. 
But  in  regard  to  that  great  and  comprehennive  doctrine  of  the  final 
extinction  of  all  sin  and  pain,  and  the  reformation  and  salvation  of 
a  lapsed  world — a  doctrine  radiant  with  a  light  and  glory  which 
cause  all  other  sentiments  in  comparison  to  fade  away  into  obscu- 
rity— in  respect  to  this  sentiment,  which  forms  the  basis  of  our 
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vniofi,  there  is,  and  erer  has  been,  the  utmost  harmony  in  our  ranks. 
But  how  is  it  in  the  schoo]  to  which  my  friend  belongs  ?  Are  there 
not  radical  divisions  on  fundamental  and  vital  principles,  prevail- 
ing  between  different  sects  of  evangelicals,  and  even  rending  indi- 
vidual denominations  asander  ?  mve  they  not  been  engaged  for 
years  in  the  most  hot  and  anery  disputes  on  these  matters  of  dif- 
ference ?    Let  the  history  of  the  past  answer ! 

Elder  Holmes  refers  to  dissentions,  which  he  asserts,  now  exist 
among  Universalists  in  the  £astern  States.  In  this  he  seeks  to 
make  a  mountain  of  a  mole-hill.  Some  three  or  four  young  and 
uainfluential  men  had  become  tinctured  with  what  is  termed  Par* 
kerism,  at  the  east — a  species  of  German  rationalism — which  the  de- 
nomination at  large  repudiates.  A  position  was  taken  by  one  of 
oar  Associations  to  meet  this  exigency.  A  hearing  was  granted 
these  Rationalistic  individuals.  Sut  very  few  indeed  were  found 
to  sympathize  in  sentiment  with  them.  The  great  mass  of  the  de- 
nomination— the  experienced  fathers — ^all  the  teamed,  the  wise,  the 
eminent,  in  our  midst — took  sides  strongly  a^nst  their  views,  and 
they  are  now  left  to  themselves.  What  capital  can  my  friend  ex- 
pect to  make  of  this  matter  ? 

He  speaks  also  of  a  skeptical  tendency  in  the  Universalist  de- 
nomination. I  throw  back  the  imputation.  Nothing  will  so  eflec- 
taally  save  a  man  from  skepticism  and  general  infidelity,  as  the 
consistent  principles  of  Universalism.  I  believe  the  doctrines 
of  my  friend,  and  the  partialist  school,  have  driven  tens  of  thou- 
sands into  skepticism.  Indeed,  I  am  satisfied  they  have  made  the 
great  mass  of  infidels  that  now  exist  in  the  world.  Their  represen- 
tation of  Grod  and  his  government — of  the  Bible  and  its  teachings, 
is  the  great  stumbling-block  over  which  men  plunge  into  the  gloomy 
depths  of  infidelity !  I  can  name  to  my  brother,  many  who  have 
been  saved  from  skepticism,  by  the  power  of  Universalism — by  the 
power  of  gospel  truth,  as  we  preach  it,  and  as  we  feel  it — who  were 
made  infidels  by  the  monstrous  absurdities  of  modem  orthodoxy  ! 

He  says  that  according  to  Universalism,  when  men  get  to  heav- 
en, they  will  shout,  ••  Glory  to  punishment,  for  our  salvation !"  I 
do  not  wish  to  believe  my  friend  is  disposed  to  misrepresent.  Such, 
however,  is  the  character  of  his  assertion.  He  knows,  or  should 
know,  that  we  believe  no  such  sentiment — and  that  no  conclusion 
of  this  nature,  can  be  drawn  from  our  doctrines.  Punishment  gives 
a  man  no  title  to  the  infinite  bliss  of  Heaven !  Because  a  criminal 
has  served  out  his  time  in  the  State  Prison,  it  gives  him  no  claim  to 
be  admitted  into  the  familv  of  the  Judge  who  sentenced  him,  to 
participate  in  his  wealth  and  his  enjoyments.  God  rewards  all  men 
for  their  good  deeds,  and  punishes  them  for  their  sins.  But  neither 
reward  nor  punishment  authorize  them  to  demand  immortal  and  end- 
less felicity.  The  happiness  of  heaven  is  purely  the  gift  of  God, 
through  infinite  grace.    "  B  v  grace  are  ye  saved." — (Eph.  ii.  8.) 

M V  friend  hat  said  also,  that  christians  who  have  embraced  Uni- 
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» Yersalisin,  baye  forsaken  prayer,  and  that  saoh  is  the  teadeaey  of 
the  doctrine.  He  declares  he  can  mention  names,  where  men  liave 
lost  their  good  character,  and  fallen  into  immorality,  on  becoming 
Universalista.  I  rezret  to  be  compelled  to  declare  that  in  these 
Btatements  Elder  Holmes  wholly  misrepresents  the  influence  of  the 
sentiments  I  defend;^and  that  too,  on  a  point  where  his  own  doc- 
trines are  the  most  defective.  That  christians  on  leaving  some 
other  denominations  and  uniting  with  the  Universalists,  may  be- 
come  convinced  of  the  impropriety — nay,  absurdity — of  loud  and 
boisterous  prajrers,  as  though  the  being  they  addressed  was  aaltept 
or  absent  on  ajowmey,  (1  ^ings  xviii.  27 »)  I  have  no  doubt.  They 
may  moreover,  have  believed  that  prayers  at  the  comers  of  the 
streets,  and  on  the  house  tops,  were  uncalled  for,  and  no  reliable 
mark  of  true  piety.  But  that  an  individual  ever  gave  np  prayer* 
as  enjoined  in  the  New  Testament,  in  consequence  of  joinmg  the 
denomination  to  which  I  belong,  I  do  not  believe.  My  experience 
affords  no  such  instance.  As  to  immorality,  I  have  no  disposition 
to  deny  Uiere  may  be  found  some  men  calling  themselves  Univer- 
salists,  whose  conduct  is  far  from  what  it  should  be.  But  where 
is  there  a  sect  of  which  the  same  cannot  be  said  ?  The  conduct  of 
even  one  of  the  most  prominent  of  the  disciples  of  our  Lord,  was 
once  such  that  the  Master  said  to  him — *'  Get  thee  behind  me,  Sa- 
tan; thou  art  an  offence  unto  me."— (Matt.  xvi.  23.)  While  my 
friend  is  bringing  this  charge  against  some  Universaiists,  in  heav- 
en*s  name  let  him  view  his  own  denomination.  How  many  multi- 
tudes of  Methodist  church  members,  class-leaders,  and  even  preach- 
ers, have  proved  corrupt  to  the  very  bean's  core  I 

Elder  Holmes  insists  that  Universalism  is  a  doum-hill  path,  and 
that  Religion,  (Evangelical  Religion,  so  called,)  "  is  up-hill  work." 
Ah,  yes !  this  is  the  old  representation.  It  is  a  hard  and  grievous 
thing  to  be  religious !  How  many  have  such  views  kept  back  from 
attempting  to  lead  religious  lives.  I  deny  that  Christ's  religion  is 
•*  up-hill  work."-  His  •*  yoke  is  «wy" — his  "  burthen  is  light.*' 
That  the  Elder's  religion  is  *'  up-hill  work,"  I  have  not  a  doubt. 
And  this  is  simply  because  it  is  a  false  religion !  Turn,  my  broth* 
er  I  turn  yourfootsteps  into  the  true  path  i  Seek  and  adont  the  rdi- 
gion  of  the  Savior,  and  you  will  no  more  complain  of  "  up-hill 
vjork  P*  You  will  find  by  sweet  experience,  that  "  its  ways  are  ways 
of  vleasantness,  and  all  its  paths  are  peace:* 

1  will  now  repljr,  before  leaving  the  question,  to  the  inquiry  which 
my  brother  opposite,  has  so  frequently  made — Where  does  the  sin- 
ner go,  when  oe  dies  ?  He  has  charged  Universaiists  with  believ- 
ing mat  he  goes  immediately  to  heaven !    This  I  deny. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  have  given  the  brother  an  opportunity  in  ev- 
ery speech  he  has  made,  to  answer  this  question.  My  object  was 
to  present  an  argument  which  I  must  necessarily  withhold  unless 
he  answered  this  question.  I  object,  therefore  to  his  enteiing  upon 
the  question  now,  as  I  have  no  opportunity  to  reply. 
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Mb.  Autmr. — ^This  is  stngnlar  indeed.  I  am  refused  the  priri-' 
ledge  of  answering  an  inquiry  which  has  been  pressed  upon  me  so 
often.  Of  what  is  my  friend  afraid  ?  The  only  reason  why  J  have 
Dot  attended  to  it  before,  is  that  from  the  multiplicity  of  points 
masing  on  my  mind,  I  have  not  seen  a  convenient  opportnnity. 
I  could  not  forsee—and  indeed,  cared  but  little — what  use  he 
wanted  to  make  of  my  answer.  There  have  been  many  things 
attered  by  my  opponent  that  I  was  anxious  to  notice ;  but  time 
would  not  permit.  The  inquiry  under  consideration  I  have  designed 
from  the  bejrinning  to  answer  at  some  stage  of  the  debate  on  this 
question.  But  now,  finding  myself  on  my  last  speech,  with  the 
question  anattended  to,  I  was  determined  to  find  a  place  for  it. 
out  lo !  my  friend  objects — objects  that  his  own  inquiry  should  be 
answered.    I  desire  the  Reporter  to  note  this  fact. 

Ma.  HoLMBs. — The  rules  require  that  in  the  closing  speech  no 
new  argument  shall  be  presented. 

Mr.  Austin. — Brother  Moderators,  I  ask  if  this  is  i^  new  argn* 
ment .'  I  am  not  about  to  make  an  argument  of  any  description. 
I  am  simply  desirous  of  replying  to  an  inquiry  which  I  have  not 
been  able  to  notice  before.  I  ask  the  Moderators  to  decide  whether 
I  can  go  on. 

Ma.  Holmes. — I  would  like  to  speak  before  the  decision  is  made. 
I  introduced  this  subject  in  my  very  first  speech,  by  asking  him 
this  question.  My  object  was  to  draw  an  argument  from  his  an- 
swer, showing  that  this  world  was  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribu- 
tion, and  that  the  Bible  represents  the  condition  oi  the  righteous 
during  life,  as  in  many  instances  more  unhappy  than  that  of  the 
sinner ;  and  drawing  other  arguments  that  woald  naturally  arise  out 
of  his  admission,  or  definition  of  his  nosition.  He  has  designedly 
avoided  defining  his  position.  Some  three  or  four  times  I  distinctly 
put  the  question  to  nim ;  and  now  he  says  he  has  not  had  time  to 
answer  it.  How  does  it  happen  that  he  has  time  now.  I  shall  sub- 
■lit  to  the  decision  of  the  Moderators,  of  course,  and  if  they  decide 
against  me,  do  it  without  grumbling. 

Mb.  Avmn. — ^I  have  already  explained  to  the  satisfaction  of  ev- 
ery candid  mind,  why  I  have  not  before  noticed  the  inquiry.  I 
wish  to  lose  no  more  time  in  this  digression.  If  Elder  Holmes  per- 
sists in  his  objection,  I  will  pass  the  matter  by. 

[The  Modbbatobs  decided  that  it  was  not  proper  for  Mr.  Aus- 
tin to  answer  the  question,  as  Mr.  Holmes  would  have  no  oppor- 
tBoity  to  reply  to  his  remarks.] 

Mb.  AvfTor. — ^The  same  objection  can  as  reasonably  be  made 
to  my  takiBf  notice  in  this  speech,  of  any  thing  Elder  Holmes  has 
tiftfid,  wtmk  during  bis  last  half -hour.    But  I  pass  the  sub  ject« 
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My  friend  complains  that  I  misrepreaent  htm  in  rrgmnd  to  his 
views  of  present  panishment.  If  I  have  misrepresented  him,  I  have 
done  it  unoonseiously,  and  regret  it. 

He  made  a  declaration  on  that  point  which  I  was  hoth  sarprised 
and  rejoiced  to  hear.  It  is  the  one  redeeming  feature  in  his  posi- 
tions on  this  question — ^the  light  that  happily  shines  out  for  a  mo- 
ment, amid  all  the  darkness  which  enshroods  his  riews.  It  is,  that 
he  believes  this  world  is  a  state  of  retribution  /  Here  then,  is  one 
partialist  clergyman  who  believes  in  a  state  of  retribution  on  the 
earth.  I  fellowship  him  on  this  subject.  For  once  you  are  right, 
my  brother.  At  last  you  have  taken  a  position  which  is  truly 
ortkodoXt  and  one  too,  in  which  you  will  find  ample  support  from 
the  scriptures.  But  what  becomes  of  the  doctrine  of  probaiionf 
which  the  EvaDeelical  School  have  talked  so  much  about  ?  The 
old  theory  was  that  this  world  is  a  state  of  probation  for  the  next 
— that  men  are  neither  rewarded  nor  punished  in  this  life,  but  are 
placed  here  to  form  characters  for  eternity,  and  that  rewards  and 
punishments  are  only  administered  in  the  immortal  stale.  I  am 
gratified  that  my  friend  has  left  this  ancient  dogma,  and  adopted 
the  Bible  doctrine,  that  there  is  a  present  punishment  for  em,  1  hope 
he  will  continue  to  advance  in  his  knowledge  of  the  truth.  But  if 
this  world  is  a  state  of  retribution — if  the  wicked  are  punished  here« 
as  Eider  Holmes  allows,  on  what  principle  does  he  contend  that 
they  will  be  tormented  forever  in  a  future  existence  ?  Does  he  be- 
lieve in  double  punishment  ? 

The  Elder  has  a  book  over  there,  of  which  he  seems  very  choice. 
He  has  not  ventured  to  read  a  word  from  it,  but  merely  holds  it  up 
as  a  rod,  which  he  shakes  in  terrorem  over  me.  It  is  the  work  of 
Matthew  Hale  Smith,  which  I  pronounce  a  book  of  Falsehoods  ! 
I  know  the  author  thoroughly.  His  entire  history  is  perfectly 
familiar  to  me.  He  was  my  nearest  ministerial  neighbor — (his 
church  being  not  quite  two  miles  from  mine,  in  Massachusetts) — 
when  he  went  through  the  farce  of  two  pretended  conversions 
to  partialism.  Thru  times  has  he  renounced  Universalism,  and 
twice  begged  his  way  back  to  our  midst,  under  the  plea  that  he 
was  insane  when  he  left  us.  Once  he  was  allowed  to  return,  as 
it  was  thought  by  many,  he  might  possibly  have  been  beside  him- 
self. After  the  second  renunciation  had  taken  place,  amid  a  deaf- 
ening "  flourish  of  trumpets  and  beat  of  drums  "  from  the  rejoicing 
orthodox,  but  a  few  weeks  elapsed  before  he  '*  came  to  his  senses** 
again — ^re-renounced  partialism,  and  made  an  attempt  to  raise  up  a 
new  Universalist  Society.  But  the  Universalist  denomination  ut- 
terly refused  to  receive  him,  or  have  any  thing  to  do  with  him. 
Greatly  chagrined  at  this  rebuff,  and  with  his  heart  deeply  embit- 
tered in  consequence  of  it,  he  once  more,  for  the  third  time,  joined 
the  pie-bald  ranks  of  the  Evangelical,  where  he  remains  to  this  day 
the  most  deadly  foe  to  the  Universalists  who  reject^  him.  His 
book,  which  is  but  the  outpouring  of  his  gall  against  his  old  friendiit 
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^k&f  WwM  not  open -their  doors  to  reeeive  a  msn  in  wbom 
they  had  lost  every  particle  of  confidence — ^is  from  end  to  end, 
oae  tiflsae  of  miarepreeentation  and  falsehood.  No  more  depen- 
deaee  can  be  placed  opon  its  assertions,  than  on  the  declaratjons 
af  the  Alkoran.*  If  my  friend  dares  read  a  line  from  theU  work, 
I  shall  be  compelled  to  do  that  which  will  be  a  painfol  doty,  riz : 
eowr  him  with  <*  confusion  of  face,"  by  pointing  to  the  corruption 
which  festers  in  the  bosom  of  his  own  denomination,  not  amonr 
tlie  laity  alone,  bnt  among  the  clergy !  Bnt  I  wiU  not  dictate,  n 
he  chooses  to  introdace  Matthew  Smith  into  the  discussion,  I  am 
ready  for  him. 

The  Elder  has  qiioted  a  passage  which  I  most  notice:  **  Behold 
the  lamb  of  God  which  t^ceth  away  the  sin  of  the  worid.** — (John 
L  99.)    By  taking  away  the  sin  of  the  world,  the  Elder  insists  is 
BMant  taking  away  the  ptmishment  dne  the  sin  of  the  world  !    If 
this  is  the  troe  sense  of  the  passage — if  Christ  has  already  taken 
away  the  paaishment  dae  the  sins  of  mankind — then  I  wonld  in- 
quire why  the  world  is  not  exempted  from  poniehment  ?    Accord- 
ing to  the  theory  of  my  opposer,  all  the  punishment  God*s  justice 
demands  of  the  sinful,  the  Sarior  has  already  received.    AUowing 
this  to  be  so,  on  what  principle  of  rirht  and  equity,  could  God  pun- 
ish me  or  any  other  human  being,  when  my  punisnment  has  already 
been  received  by  another  ?    This  would  be  violating  the  first  princi- 
ples of  common  uprightness.    In  this  case  justice  would  receive  a 
iwo'/bld  satisfaction.    First  through  Christ,  who  has  fulfilled  and 
discharged  all  its  claims  on  a  world  of  sinners-— and  then  through 
sinners  themselves,  who  are  to  be  tormented  for  ever  and  ever ! ! 
Would  that  be  called  justice  even  among  men  ?    Such  a  view  of  jus- 
tice in  human  transactions,  would  be  spumed  by  all  the  world.    If  a 
friend  has  paid  a  debt  forme,  it  is  discharged,  and  the  creditor  can- 
not in  equity  turn  and  ask  me  to  pay  it  again !     God's  justice  has  re- 
eeived  Ms  vrkoU  of  its  demands.    Yet  it  is  contended  by  my  friend 
that  if  sinners  do  not  Mieve  this,  then  God  will  allow  justice  to  have 
its  desBands  all  fulfilled  again  on  thosein  whose  behalf  Christ  endured 
the  penalty  of  the  law.    This  makes  the  death  of  Christ  in  vain ! 
And  yet  this  is  the  theory  which  Elder  Hohnes  and  learned  Doetofs 
a£  Divinity  spend  their  time  to  propagate  in  the  world,  and  to  sus- 
tain by  metaphysical,  hairniplitting  arguments. 

£Uer  Holmes  has  presented  a  luge  number  of  arguments— some 
fifteen  in  all,  I  believe.  A  goodly  number  truly,  if  there  had  been 
strength  in  them.  But  there  is  this  singular  feature  in  his  course — 
before  entirely  unheard  of,  I  venture  to  say,  in  any  public  discussion. 
Nine  of  his  affirmative  arguments  are  based,  not  on  any  affirmative 
pfopomtions  at  all,  but  on  negative  propositions— on  what  hedeno« 
minates  the  errore  of  Universahsm.    Thua— Universalism  errone- 
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These  I  have  noticed  and  answered,  as  I  hope,  to  the  satii 
of  the  audience.  As  to  the  nine  negative  afguments,  I  have 
their  fallacy,  even  allowing  their  legitimacy.  Bat  in  eve 
criniinatiag  and  logical  mind,  the  fact  that  all  their  strengi 
on  the  assumed  erroneousness  of  opposite  opinions,  of  itself 
ly  nullifies  them. 

I  wish  here  to  take  a  brief  view  of  a  doctrine  advocated 
friend,  which  will  tend  to  show  its  fallacy. 

Mr.  Holmes. — If  the  gentleman  is  taking  new  grounds 
taken  by  either  of  us  before,  I  wish  to  object  to  it. 

Mr.  Austim. — My  object,  Brother  Moderators,  is  to  take 
which  will  pUice  in  its  true  light  the  doctrine  of  the  Atof 
which  Elder  Holmes  has  introduced  into  this  discussion, 
laid  down  the  principle  that  Grod  has  punished  an  innocei 
stitute  in  the  place  of  the  sinner.    To  that  I  wish  to  speak. 

Ma.  Holmes. — ^That  is  taking  directly  new  ground.  It  isas 
what  has  not  been  said  during  this  discussion,  and  raising 
tions  to  a  principle  that  I  have  not  advocated  at  all,  and  in 
I  do  not  believe. 

Ma.  Austen. — I  am  truly  pained  that  m^  friend  is  red) 
the  deep  perplexity  in  which  he  is  evidently  involved.  It  ii 
to  see  him  striving  to  hedge  up  my  way,  wnen  I  would  lay  li 
absurdities  of  his  theory.  I  freely  rrant  him  my  tympeUkt 
cannot  help  him.  My  duty  is  plain  before  me  and  I  cannot 
it  to  spare  the  humiliation  of  my  brother.  It  is  my  legitimal 
to  expose  the  nakedness  of  the  position  deliberately  asso 
him,  that  God  inflicts  the  punisnment  due  the  guilty  on  m 
cent  substitute ! 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  wish  the  reporter  to  note  my  denial  of  bt 
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bit  mjB  kis  d«dftiBtion  was  that  Jesna  Christ  satisfied  iofiiiita  jus- 
tice in  his  own  person.  How,  but  by  himself  receiving  the  punish- 
ment  which  6od*s  jostice  demanded  of  the  sinful  ?  There  is  no  other 
wsjT  of  satisfying;  justice  on  my  friend's  theory.  The  £ider  is  de- 
fceodtn^  to  a  system  of  mere  pettifogging,  instead  of  manly  argu- 
Bentation.  He  insists  the  justice  of  Uod  demands  a  certain  anxmnt 
of  pumiskment  of  the  guilty,  and  that  Christ  became  their  <u6«/«^ta«, 
sod  fulfilled  ail  the  claims  which  justice  held  against  them.  How 
eoald  he  do  this  without  receiving  the  punishment  himself  ?  This 
is  the  real  ground  the  Elder  has  taken  through  (he  entire  discussion 
of  this  question.  How  many  passages  has  he  introduced  to  prore 
that  Christ  suffered  in  tht  place  oi  the  sinner  !  Does  he  now  throw 
them  all  aside  ?  The  truth  is,  he  is  ashamed  or  afraid  of  the  old 
system  ol  the  Atonement,  which  has  so  long  prevailed,  and  still 
generally  preTails  among  the  partialist  sects ;  and  seeks  for  new 
grounds.  But  where  he  would  take  his  new  position,  I  doubt 
whether  he  knows  himself.  Well,  I  will  be  as  careful  of  my  broth- 
er as  possible,  and  will  not  crowd  him  up  in  his  new  wanderings 
and  turning,  any  harder  than  faithfulness  to  mv  cause  demands. 
Bat  if  Chnst  has  not  been  punished  in  plau  of  the  sinner,  then  he 
has  not  bettkjnLnished  at  aU.  Where  then  is  the  evangelical  refage 
of  the  Atoaement  I  There  has  no  Atonement  been  made,  of  the 
description  for  which  he  contends ;  and  hence  all  men  must  suflfer 
forever  for  their  own  sins.  But  if  he  repudiates  the  position  that 
an  innocent  substitute  endured  the  punishment  due  the  guilty,  1  will 
pass  the  matter  1    I  pause  for  direction. 

[The  Moderators  decided  that  Mr.  Austin  could  proceed.] 

Ma.  Austin. — I  wish  to  show  that  the  modem  ^pular  doctrine 
of  the  Atonement,  is  characterized  by  three  prominent,  fatal,  de- 
fects, viz  : — ImpomMitu — immorality — cruelty  !  1 .  It  attempts  to 
satisfy  the  claims  of  Qod's  infinite  justice  upon  a  world  of  guilty 
sinners,  by  the  sufbrin^^  and  death  of  Jesus,  an  innocent  being. 
This  is  a  moral  imposstbUity !  2.  It  leads  men  to  sin  with  utter 
impunity,  by  teaching  them  thatQod*s  infinite  wisdom  has  expressly 
prepared  an  easy  and  convenient  expedient  whereby  the  most  vile 
can  escape  all  punishment.  This  opens  the  broad  highway  of  im^ 
morality ! !  3.  It  teaches  that  Justice  will  forever  prevent  Mercy 
{torn  exercising  its  affectionate  office  towards  any  on  whom  the 
punishments  of  eternity  have  commenced  their  inflictions,  however 
stneerely  they  may  repent,  however  anxiolis  they  hiay  be  to  turn 
to  God,  and  become  obedient  and  loving  children  I  This  would  be 
the  distilled  essence  of  Infinite  Cruelty  ! 

In  his  recapitulation,  Elder  Holmes  has  done  me  great  injustice. 
He  charges  me  with  takinr  positions  which  I  did  not  tak^ — with 
making  assertions  which  I  have  not  made — and  in  a  variety  of  ways 
bu  di^rted  my  aq^ments  and  general  course  of  procedure  about 
as  thoMiigWf  as  hie  ingenuity  could  weH  enable  him.    I  iMCve  w^X 
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fited.    I  had  great  confidence  in  the  sonndness  of  the  fj 
hare  ad Tocated  before  thU  diseuMion  commenced .    If  po^ 
confidence  has  been  strengthened  by  this  interchange  ol 
My  friend  has  brought  to  his  aid  all  that  learning,  | 
scholar-ship  could  aiford  him,  and  yet  has  signally  failed,^ 
he  must  himself  see,  in  establishing  the  fundamental  pri| 
his  theory.     I  have  been  enabled  I  trust,  to  offer  abund 
mony  to  satisfy  the  intelligent  portion  of  the  audience  thai 
salvation  does  not  embrace  dehverence  from  just  and 
punishment"    I  have  shown  that  the  doctrine  of  salval 
punishment,  by  means  of  a  substitute  for  the  guilty,  is  ol 
origin,  introduced  into  the  christian  church  in  dark  and 
ages,  and  perpetuated  only  by  the  power  of  prejudice  ai 
norance  of  the  scriptures — That  the  afiirmative  directly  ai 
contradicts  a  class  of  the  most  plain  and  positive  passages 
the  scriptures — That  the  tendency  of  the  doctrine  of  salvat 
punishment  is  demoralizing  to  the  highest  de^e — That  it 
contrivance  of  man  to  indulge  in  sin  and  avoid  its  conseqi 
That  it  is  precisely  such  a  doctrine  as  the  depraved  and  li 
approbate,  because  it  flatters  them  with  the  lying  deceptio 
serpent  in  the  garden,  that  they  can  sin  and  not  surely  be  pui 
That  it  is  a  dark  fountain  of  error,  which  has  been  open 
tendom  for  ages,  and  sent  its  streams  of  corruption  to 
vitals  of  society ! !     No  wonder  such  numbers  of  ciergvn 
liave  taught  this  doctrine  have  been  led  to  gross  sin  by  its  dec 
Public  morals  can  never  become  corrected  so  long  as  it  c 
to  be  proclaimed  from  the  sacred  desk  ! 

I  have  shown  that  the  afiirmative  of  this  question  has  gro 

Ktoneous  views  of  6od*s  government,  overlooking  the  g 
at  it  is  parental,  protective,  and  restoring  in  its  character— 
Ipneoiis  conceptions  of  the  nature  of  divine  Duni«hm»i»A»- 
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where  they  will  be  compelled  to  live,  only  to  sin  and  blaiipheme 
the  name  of  their  heavenly  Father  through  coantless  ages !  The 
other  system  teaching  that  the  Creator  has  made  the  world  on  prin- 
ciples so  wise,  and  exercises  over  men  a  government  so  holy,  just 
and  perfect,  that  in  the  **  fulness  of  times**  all  rational  beings  will 
be  brought  to  repentance,  purification  and  happiness,  and  shaJl  sur- 
round the  throne  of  infinite  love,  and  cause  the  courts  of  the  hea- 
venly Jemsalem  to  resound  with  the  triumphant  song,  "  Great  and 
marvellous  are  thy  works.  Lord,  God  Almighty,  just  and  true  are 
thy  ways,  thou  King  of  saints !  Who  shall  not  fear  thee  O  Lord, 
and  glorijfy  thy  name?  For  thou  only  art  holy.  For  all  nations 
■hall  ccNne  and  worship  before  thee.*' — (Rer,  zv.  3,  4.) 

I  call  upon  all  to  examine  critically,  candidly  and  prayerfully, 
both  sjrstems,  and  determine  which  is  the  most  in  accordance 
with  what  may  consistently  be  expected  from  a  God  of  infinite 
power,  wisdom  and  love — which  is  the  most  honoiable  to  the 
Creator,  which  the  most  detirabU  to  "God,  to.Christ,  to  Angels,  and 
which  most  accords  with  the  dictates  of  your  reason,  the  teach- 
ings of  the  scriptures,  and  the  best  and  purest  feelings  of  your  own 
hnrts ! — [  Time  expired. 


SECOND  QUESTION. 


TBSIX  SUFFICIENT  EVIDBNCB  FOR  BELIEVINO  THAT  ALL  MSM 
WILL  BE  FINALLY  HOLY  AND  HAPFY1 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FIRST  SPEECH-l 

Gtndemen  Mdderaton  and  RespecUd  Audiences — The  qnettion 
we  haTe  assembled  to  diseuse  this  morning,  is  one  which  aesaredly 
fmaks  higher  in  its  scope  and  importance,  than  any  other  that  can 
claim  the  attention  of  man.  Into  what  utter  insignificance  do  all 
dioee  topics  shrink  which  hare  agitated  the  world,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  one  which  takes  hold  on  etemitu^  and  inTolres  the  destiny 
of  rast  multitudes  of  beings  formed  in  God's  own  image,  and  who 
stand  ne^ct  in  rank  to  the  angels  around  the  throne  of  Heaven ! 
Let  no  one  entertain  a  fear  that  the  cause  of  Religion  will  receive 
injury  by  an  investigation  of  this  description.  Ii  conducted  in  a 
ehri^ian  spirit,  it  can  but  tend  to  bring  out  truth  before  the  peo- 
ple ;  aad  who  can  object  to  the  prevalence  of  truth  t  who  would 
lorbid  that  its  divine  light  should  be  difiused  throughout  the  world  t 
In  the  words  of  the  poet  Milton,  *^  Though  all  we  winds  of  doc- 
trine were  let  loose  to  play  upon  the  earth ;  so  Truth  be  in  the 
fidd,  we  do  injurkmslv  to  misdoubt  her  strength.  Let  her  and 
fals^iood  grapple.  Who  ever  knew  Truth  put  to  the  worse,  in  a 
lair  and  open  encounter .'' 

I  stand  here,  Brother  Moderators,  to  mislead,  to  deceive,  no  man. 
Mr  only  purpose  is  to  discharge,  to  the  extent  of  my  ability,  a 
solemn  duty  resting  upon  me,  to  advocate  and  defend  what  I  be- 
lieve to  be  the  truth  of  Heaven.  The  Judge  oi  all,  knows  the  sin- 
cerity and  depth  of  my  faith  in  the  doctrine  I  shall  labor  to  main- 
tain. Ue  knows  my  love  of  its  principles,  my  perfect  confidence 
in  the  salutary  moral  influence  it  exerts  upon  the  lives  of  its  ad- 
herents. Believing  in  my  heart  that  my  labors  in  this  discussion 
will  be  productive  of  good — that  the  system  of  Religion  I  incul- 
cate, is  more  scriptural  and  reasonable,  than  the  prevalent  theo- 
ries of  the  day,  and  far  better  cakuiated  to  promote  true  morality, 
christian  charity,  benevolence  and  good  will  in  the  world,  I  feel  I 
am  enea^ed  in  God's  service,  and  in  promoting  the  welfare  of  my 
fellow  oeings,  in  advocating  its  claims  to  be  received,  believed,  and 
ptacticed  by  all  men ! 

I  sinceray  trust  we  we  shall  lay  aside  whatever  of  prejudice* 
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bigotry,  or  pride  of  opinion  that  may  rest  in  our  minds,  and  weigh 
candidly,  maturely  and  prayerfully,  all  the  considerations  presen- 
ted by  both  parties  in  this'  controversy.  One  wish  alone  should 
occupy  our  nearts,  and  that  is  that  we  may  be  led  to  behold  and 
adopt  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus— that  truth  **  which  maketh  free 
indeed.^'  We  can  utter  no  better  prayer  on  such  an  occasion  ais 
this,  than  that  conveyed  in  the  language  of  the  poet : — 

If  I  am  ri^t,  ihj  prtce  impart 

Still  in  the  right  to  stay ; 
If  I  am  wrong,  O  teach  my  heart 

To  find  that  better  way. 

Let  none  of  us  forget  that  the  All-seeing  Eye  rests  full  upon 
us,  beholding  not  only  our  words  and  acts,  but  reading  the  thoughts 
treasured  in  the  inmost  recesses  of  our  souls— i^membering  uat 
he  holds  all  men  strictly  accountable  for  the  use  they  make  of 
their  time,  their  talents,  and  the  degree  of  light  he  has  granted 
them. 

In  taking  the  affiilhative  of  this  question,  I  enter  upon  the  work 
of  its  advocacy  with  a  pleasure,  a  heartfelt  satisfaction,  I  have  no 
no  language  to  describe.  Blessed  with  a  doctriife  which  receives 
the  entire  sanction  of  all  my  mental  capacities,  and  excites  the 
highest  admiration  of  my  heart,  how  could  it  be  otherwise  than 
that  its  propagation  and  defence  should  be  a  pleasant  labor.  That 
I  have  an  aavantage  over  my  brother  on  the  opposite  side  in  this 
respect,  I  am  frank  to  acknowledge.  The  doctrine  that  all  men 
will  finally  become  holy  and  happy,  is  surpasmngly  grand  and 
unspeakably  desirable!  What  sentiment  can  be  more  sublime 
and  imposing — ^what  more  honorable  to  that  Grod  who  is  Uu  Father 
of  all — ^what  more  in  accordance  with  his  attributes,  or  more  high- 
ly calculated  to  surround  his  name  and  character  with  a  greater 
effulgence  of  glory — ^what  more  creditable  to  that  Redeemer  who 
announced  himself  as  the  *^  Savior  of  the  world,'*  and  *^who 
tasted  death  for  every  man,'*  or  more  in  accordance  with  the  work 
he  came  to  accomphsh — what  more  desirable  to  the  purest  and 
holiest  feelings  of  every  christian  heart — what  more  pleasing  to 
angels,  to  Christ,  to  Grod  himself,  than  the  doctrine  which  teadies 
that  every  sinner  in  the  universe,  shall  at  last  be  brought  to  re- 
pentance, every  stubborn  heart  shall  be  melted  into  contrition,  and 
all  souls,  having  become  purified  from  sin  and  filled  with  love  to 
Grod  and  man,  shall  be  allowed  to  enter  the  golden  streets  of  the 
New  Jerusalem — 


JH 


No  wanderer  Imt, 


A  iamily  in  HeaTen."  -^ 

To  establish  these  exalted  and  soul  cheerine  truths,  is  the  plea- 
sing task  before  me.  But  alas !  what  is  the  uibor  Elder  Holmes 
has  entered  upon?    How  unsatisfactory  and  undesirable,  how 


OH  UKIVSIBAL  BALVATfON.  1 1^9 

duk,  fgboamjj  apDalling,  the  task  of  attemptiDg  to  show  that  a 

doctrine  so  desirable  isuntrae !     What  a  work !  to  strive  to  prove, 

TirtiKally,  that  Jehovah's  government  is  imperfect !  that  his  law 

will   forever  remain  unfulfilled !  that  his  beneficent  purposes  in 

man's  existence,  are  frustrated !  his  plans  of  creation  and  rMemption 

fallen  into  inextricable  confusicm  !  his  love,  the  yearnings  of  his 

mercy,  his  parental  a&ction,  all  unsatisfied !  Jesus  Christ  defiat- 

td  in  the  great  object  of  his  mission,  unable  to  '*  see  of  the  travail 

ci  his  soul  and  be  satisfied!"   countless  millions  of  intelligent 

beings,  bone  of  our  bone  and  flesh  of  our  flesh,  who  are  capable, 

under   favorable   influences,  of  arising  up  to  an  equality  with 

angels  in  holiness  and  love,  thrust  down  to  the  companionship  of 

devils,  to  roll  in  agony  and  blaspheme  the  name  of  their  Father 

throughout  eternity  !  and  Ruin  /  buin  !  RUIN !  written  all  over 

the  greater  por^n  of  the  moral  universe  of  the  Most  High  ! ! ! ! 

Such  is  the  disparity  between  the  labors  of  the  parties  in  this 
discussion  !     While  I  can  say  in  all  sincerity,  in  the  presence  of 
God  and  his  angels,  that  I  utterly  cf^^es^  and  abhor,  witn  unspeak- 
able loathing  the  distinguishing  tenet  for  which  my  opponent  will 
contend.  Endless  Punishment--^  know  he  can  return  no  such  com- 
pliment.    He  can  entertain  no  feelings  of  this  description,  in  re- 
gard to  the  great  doctrine  1  shall  advocate,  but  must  ^rant  it  his 
entire  lave  and  admiration.    While  not  a  person  in  this  assembly 
—not  even  my  friend  opposite — no,  nor  any  being  in  the  universe, 
except  such  as  may  possess  the  feelings  of  fabled  demons — can 
pray  for  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  woe — all  present, 
my  opponent  none  the  less  than  others,  all  good  beings  in  the 
earth,  in  every  world  created  by  omnipotence,  and  in  Heaven 
itself,  will  grant  their  ardent  prayers  for  the  truth  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  repentance  and  salvation  of  all  men  /    What  an  infinite 
distinction !     His  a  doctrine  universally  disliked,  and  in  maintain- 
ing which,  he  will  have  to  contend  against  the  best  and  holiest 
feelings  of  his  heart !     Mine  a  sentiment  as  universally  loved, 
and  fully  according  with  the  highest  and  purest  desires  of  every 
soul.     I  sincerely  pray  the  Father  of  spirits  to  enable  me  to  con- 
duct this  debate  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  instrumental  in  throw- 
ing light  upon  the  minds  of  my  opponent  and  those  who  mnpa- 
thize  with  him,  and  in  leading  them  out  from  the  error  of  their 
ways — from  their  limited  and  darkened  views  of  the  character  of 
God  and  the  salvation  of  the  gospel,  into  the  broad  and  truth-illu- 
mined fields  of  boundless  grace  and  mercy ! 
My  First  Argument  I  build  on — 

THE  DESIRE  OF  GOD. 
TMOPonnmt :—h  God  Duiret  the  final' holiaeM  and  happineu  of  all  mankind. 
2.  His  deain  will  ultimately  be  Mtisfied. 

p^ooT. — ^l  presume  my  friend  on  the  opposite  side,  will  not  deny 
the  existence  of  such  a  desire  in  the  Creator.    Every  attribute  per- 
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king  to  his  moral  character,  attests  the  presence  of  such  a  de- 
pe.    He  is  righteous  and  holy.    Can  a  righteous  and  hc^y  being 
iBsess  any  other  desire  than  that  creatures  formed  in  his  own 
iage,  should  all  finally  become  holy  and  happy?    The  wise 
^n  declares — "The  desire  of  the  righteous  is  only  good.*' — 
Prov.  xi.  23.)     If  God  is  righteous^  and  the  righteous  only  de- 
gj*e  good,  then  his  desire  in  regard  to  the  final  condition  of  man- 
kind, must  be  that  they  shall  all  enter  upon  obedience,  purity, 
and  felicity  !    God  is  the  Father  of  all  men.    He  is  a  wise,  good 
i^d  compassionate  Father.     Can  such  a  parent  entertain  any 
other  desire  for  his  offspring,  than  that  their  final  state  shall  ble 
one  of  holiness  and  bliss  ?     "  God  is  Love.** — (1  John  iy.  8.)    Can 
a  beine  whose  whole  nature  is  love^  cherish  any  other  wish  than 
that  all  the  objects  of  his  loye — and  he  loyes  the  whole  world — 
(see  John  iii.  16, 17) — shall  eventually  enter  upon  a  state  of  end* 
less  happiness  ?    But  I  need  not  elaborate  this  point.     It  will  un- 
doubtedly be  acknowledged  by  my  brother  on  the  opposite  side. 
"  That  God  desires  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men,  I  freely 
admit*'-— <£/(fer  Holmes'  ''  House  upon  the  Sand,''  p.  21.)     This  is 
my  friend's  own  acknowledgment ! 

'Will  this  desire  of  the  Deity  be  satisfied  %    I  maintain  that  it 
will,  and  that  too,  without  the  slightest  liability  to  failure.     Will 
my  ifriend  opposite,  take  the  ground  that  God's  desire  will  not  be 
fulfilled  ?     ouch  a  position  would  be  in  plain  violation  of  all  en- 
lightened conceptions  of  a  perfect  Grod.     Unsatisfied  desire  is  one 
of  the  most  certain  and  prolific  sources  of  wrctcnedness.     To  in- 
sist that  the  Creator's  desire  for  the  eventual  purity  and  felicity  of 
of  all  his  creatures,  shall  forever  remain  unfulfilled,  is  but  to  main- 
tain that  he  will  forever  be  unhappy  /    Can  a  father  who  ardent- 
ly desires  that  his  son  should  become  a  virtuous  and  honorable 
citizen,  be  happy  in  the  frustration  of  that  desire,  when  he  be- 
holds him  led  to  a  felon's  death?    Can  the  Heavenly  Father, 
whose  love  for  his  ofispring  infinitely  exceeds  that  of  any  earthly 
parent,  be  happy,  if  his  d^ire  for  the  endless  good  of  all,  shall    , 
perish  in  disappointment  ?    Can  he  be  happy  if  multitudes  innu-  ;i 
merable  of  the  children  of  his  affection,  fall  into  endless  sin  and  i 
misery  ?     If  the  Creator  Desires  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  J 
of  all  men,  then  he  has  Willed  it.     A  consistent  and  perfect  be-  ^ 
ing,  would  not  Desire  what  he  could  not  Will.    If  it  would  be;^ 
improper  and  impossible  for  such  a  fieing  thus  to  Will,  it  woulc"^ 
be  improper  and  impossible  for  him  thus  to  Desire.     If  he  has  De 
sired  and  Willed  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men,  thel 
he  has  provided  adequate  ways  and  means  to  accomplish  that  desii 
and  will.    And  if  he  has  provided  adequate  ways  and  mean 
then  all  men  must  eventually  become  holy  and  happy !     Whei 
is  there  defect  in  this  argument  ? 

Think  again : — The  Psalmist  declares  '^  The  Lord  shall  rejoj 
in  his  works.** — (Ps.  civ.  31.)    How  can  the  Lord  rejoice  in 
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wofikft,  if  they  so  resvlt  as  to  forerer  prerent  tiM  — eoiplislnnem 
of  a  Denr€  bo  holy  and  good  as  for  the  final  purity  and  blessed- 
Bess  of  all  his  creatures  1    The  fact  that  he  will  rejoice  in  his 
work&s  re  proof  positive  that  his  works  will  so  terminate  as  to 
gratify  every  Desire  of  his  holy  nature.     Moreover  the  scriptures 
assare  tis  that  "the  dinre  o(  the  righteous  lAo//  be  granted/'— 
(Prov.  X.  24.)     That  God  "will/i^/  the  desire  of  them  that 
fear  him." — (Ps.  cxiv.  19.)    Yea,  that  '*He  openeth  his  hand  and 
ntisfieth  the  desire  of  every  living  thing.'^— (Ps.  cxlv.  16.)    He 
that  is  able  to  satisfy  the  desire  of  all  other  beings^  is  he  not  able 
to  satisfy  hi»  own  Desire  ?— A  desire  too,  the  most  holy,  honora* 
ble  and  worthy  that  the  human  mind  can  comprehend  f    Who  or 
what  is  to  prevent  the  accomplishment  of  such  a  Desire  in  an 
infinitely  wise  and  omnipotent  Deity  ?     Would  the  angels  in  hea* 
ven,  if  they  could — and  could  they  if  they  would  ?     Are  we  to 
suppose  that  a  God  possessing  all  knowledge  and  foresight,  would 
endow  man,  or  any  other  being,  with  power  to  forbid  the  gratifi- 
cation of  his  high  and  gracious  Desires  ?    The  simple  statement 
of  the  thought,  bears  with  it  the  most  ample  refutation. 

The  word  of  God  settles  the  point  in  regard  to  the  applicability 
and  weight  of  my  argument.  In  Job  we  read,  "  He  is  in  one 
mind,  and  who  cah  turn  him?  And  what  his  soul  desibetk, 
ercn  that  he  DOETH !  '.''—(Job.  xxiii.  13.)  What  more  need  be 
added.  Elder  Holmes  acknowledges  God  desires  the  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men.  The  Bible  asserts  positively,  that  whatso- 
ever he  desireth,  even  that  he  doeth  ! !  Here  I  might  rest  the 
whole  argument  on  the  entire  question.  This  single  declaration 
.amply  sustains  tlie  affirmative  of  the  proposition  now  before  us, 
and  places  it  infinitely  beyond  the  reach  of  all  human  logic  to 
overthrow  or  weaken,  in  the  slightest  possible  manner ! ! 
My  Second  Argument  rests  on — 

THE  INTENTION  OP  GOI>. 
pBOroarrioaT:— God  originally  Intended  that  tlio  doctrine  of  Uniyersol  6«l?»tioa 
■hoold  b«  true— and  actually  Believed  iU  teachings  would  b«  fulfilled. 

Proof. — That  the  Creator  had  some  distinct  intention — some 
clear,  positive  design^  in  regard  to  the  ultimate  condition  of  the 
human  race,  when  he  formed  the  datermination  to  usher  them 
into  existence,  no  believer  m  the  Divine  Existence  can  doubt. 
What  was  the  nature  of  that  intention  or  design  1  Elder  Holmes 
will  not  take  the  Calvinistic  ground,  that  God  intended  but  a  part 
of  mankind  for  salvation,  and  reprobated  the  remainder  to  end- 
less wretchedness.  He  will  assuredly  unite  with  me  in  the  dec- 
laration, that  Deity  originally  intended  to  save  all  his  creatures, 
and  make  them  holy  and  happy.  But  whether  he  agrees  with 
m3  or  not,  the  scriptures  abundantly  support  this  position.  They 
declare  that  "  God  sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world  to  condemn  the 
world ;  but  that  the  world,  through  him,  might  be  saved." — (John 
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lii.  17.)  "I  came  not,"  Bays  Christ,  "to  judi^e  the  world,  but  td 
save  the  world.'^'' — (John  xii.  47.)  The  Apostle  John  exclaims — 
"  We  have  seen  and  do  testify,  that  the  Father  sent  the  Son  to  be 
the  Siivior  of  the  world." — (1  John  iv.  14.)  "  Behold  the  Lamb 
of  God,  which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world." — (John  i.  29.) 
Again,  listen  to  the  Redeemer — "And  T,  if  I  be  lifted  up  from  the 
earth,  will  draw  a//  men  unto  me." — (John  xii.  32.)  These  8crii>- 
ture  testimonies  are  sufficient  to  prove  that  in  his  original  fW' 
poses  J  God  intended  the  doctrine  to  be  true  which  teaches  that  aU 
men  shall  finally  be  holy  and  happy. 

If  such  was  his  intention,  then  such  manifestly  must  have  been 
his  beliefy  also.  It  cannot  be  supposed  God  would  have  sent  hw 
Son  to  be  "the  Savior  of  the  world* — "to  save  the  world" — "to 
take  away  the  sin  of  the  world" — **to  draw  all  men  unto  him" — 
unless  he  believed  Christ  would  be  able  to  complete  that  work. 
Hence  he  must  have  believed  the  final  salvation  of  ail  mankind 
Would  be  accomplished  through  his  Son.  Thus  believing,  we  see 
why  it  was  God  inspired  all  his  holy  prophets  fo  preach  the  same 
doctrine!  St.  Peter  declares  "the  times  of  the  restitution  of  all 
things,  God  hath  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  holy  prophets 
since  the  world  began." — (Acts  iii.  21.) 

The  Savior  also  must  have  believed  the  same  doctrine.  Most 
certainly  he  would  not  have  come  to  save  aH  men,  as  the  scriptures 
declare,  if  he  had  not  believed  all  would  be  saved.  Why  should 
a  reasonable  being  attempt  to  do  that  which  he  did  not  believe 
could  be  done !  Moreover  the  angels  of  God,  and  all  the  hosts 
of  Heaven,  must  have  believed  the  salvation  of  the  world.  For 
their  belief  assuredly  would  correspond  with  that  of  God  and 
Christ.  Thus  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  prevailed  in 
Heaven,  and  formed  a  glorious  theme  for  the  songs  of  angelie 
hosts  around  the  throne  of  Infinite  Goodness! ! 

Is  it  a  matter  of  great  marvel,  that  a  sentiment  which  was  be- 
lieved by  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  all  the  spirits  who  bowed  in 
worship  before  the  throne,  should  be  received  by  us  on  the  earth  1 
If  the  evidences  of  its  truth  were  sufficient  to  commend  it  to  those 
higher  beings,  ought  not  the  same  evidences,  revealed  through 
Jesus,  to  satisfy  men  of  its^truth  ?  And  can  a  doctrine  which  was 
admitted  into  the  celestial  courts  aibove,  and  filled  the  hearts  of 
pure  and  spotless  beings,  who  worship  in  the  very  presence  of 
Crod«  be  z.  false  and  dangerous  sentiment  on  the  earth?  More- 
over can  it  be  imagined  for  an  instant,  that  the  Father  of  spirits, 
^nd  his  Son,  and  the  holy  beings  around  his  throne,  were  all  be- 
lieving a  FALSE  DOCTRINE  I  If  so,  who  deceived  them  ?  who 
led  them  astray  ? 

The  fact,  which  my  opposing  friend  will  not  deny,  that  God 
originally  intended  to  make  ail  men  holy  and  happy,  is  proof  jk)- 
^tive,  that  they  will  in  due  season,  become  so.    Has  the  Deity 
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^■ndmnd  or  diangvd  tbat  design  ?    If  too,  wkm  aftd  iokers  7    I 
ail  (or  dai9s  and  fuUf 

That  God  has  not  changed  his  most  worthy  and  glorious  pur- 
pose to  sare  ail  men,  is  a  position  the  first  dictates  oi  reason,  and 
tfae  whole  testimony  of  the  Bible,  call  upon  us  to  believe.  He 
kas  not  ehanged  it  of  his  own  accord,  Tnis  is  evident :  for  with 
God  there  is  **no  variableness,  neither  shadow  of  turning/^ — 
(James  i.  17.)  That  he  has  not  changed  his  purpose  at  the  stJi- 
cUttum^  or  the  command  of  others,  we  may  be  assured  by  the  dec- 
laration of  inspiiution-^^*  He  is  in  one  mind,  and  who  can  turn 
him?^^ — (Job  xxiii.  13.)  Who  eoM  command  him  T  None.  Who 
mmdd  sobcit  him  to  change  so  good  an  intention  ?  No  one,  but 
ma  infinitely  maligaaot  being !  And  would  he  give  heed  to  such 
a  solicitation  from  iuck  a  being?  That  our  Father  in  heaven 
would  give  hisxreatuies  no  power  to  thwart  his  purpose,  and  rush 
to  their  total  destruction,  is  self-evident !  Why  ^ould  he  do  so  t 
Why  should  he  bestow  upon  man  axtyr  ability,  agency  or  liberty, 
whereby  his  own  most  gracious  intentions  would  be  defeated,  and 
man  himself  made  endlessly  miserable  ?  What  call  was  there  for 
a  course  so  destructive  ?  What  exigency  demanded  it  1  What 
tomlnnation  of  drcumstaneee,  would  render  the  Deity  willing  to 
endow  the  creature  with  power  to  overthrow  the  plans  of  his 
Creator,  and  ruin  himself  1 

That  God  cannot  be  disappointed  in  any  of  his  intentions,  we 
are  hound  to  believe  by  every  enlightened  conception  of  a  perfect 
Deity.  This,  indeed,  is  a  great  fundamental  truth  asserted  oy  the 
Bible.  '^  He  doeth  according  to  his  will,  in  the  army  of  Heaven, 
and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  £arth ;  and  none  can  stjty  his 
hand,  or  say  unto  him,  what  doest  thou." — (Dan.  iv.  35.)  Now 
as  it  was  CSod^s  original  intention  and  deliberate  purpose  to  make 
all  mankind  finally  holy  and  happy,  and  as  he  dostu  according 
to  his  Will,  or  purpose,  in  Heaven  and  on  Earth,  and  none  can 
thwart  him — it  is  impossible  to  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion,  than 
that,  in  the  fulness  of  times,  the  entire  human  race  will  be  brought 
to  repentance,  purity  and  Heaven ! ! 

My  nird  Aigument  is  drawn  from— 

THB  GOVBXSiteST  OF  GOD. 

Paafeemsw. — ^1.  Jehovah  w  •  Sovereign.    3.  He  hee  establiahed  ft  OoTemnmit 

99m  aM  nMmkiad.     3.  His  GovenUBCiit  most  be  designed  for  e  specific  object. 

4.  Tint  object  k  the  eeciire  mad  permaaeni  establishment  of  the  good  of  each  and 

eirwy  beuf  over  whom  it  is  exercised.    6.  God  is  perfect— his  GoTcrnment  is  per. 

ia  ita  final  neolts  it  will  bring  all  n&en  to  a  state  of  perfect  holiness  and 


Pkoof. — 1.  Jehovah  is  a  Sovereign:  "0  Lord  God  of  our 
Fadiers,  art  not  thou  God  in  Heavenl  And  rulest  not  thouover 
all  the  kingdoms  of  the  heathen  1  And  in  tfav  hand  is  there  not 
and  iBighti  so  that  none  is  able  to  withstand  thee  ?"— (2 


VS  i]lifl^|^nt  being.  InteUigence  never  acts  withof 
or  a  distinct  purpose.  All  the  doings  of  a  wise  aii| 
being,  is  a  constant  and  well-regulated  adaptation  oil 
means,  to  well-defined  ends.  In  establishing  a  goveR 
men,  the  Creator  must  have  designed  to  accompush  ajj 
purpose.  J 

4.  That  purpose  was  to  promote  the  Good,  andi 
Welfare,  of  each  and  all  beings,  over  whom  his  goi, 
extended.    In  other  words,  to  bring  every  human  Del 
entire  obedience  to  those  two  commandments,  which  « 
of  the  law  and  the  prophets,  viz :  ^^  Thou  shalt  love  tb 
Grod,  with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul,  and  wi 
mind.    This  is  the  first  and  great  commandment.    An* 
ond  is  like  unto  it.     Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  ti 
(Matt.  xxii.  37-39.)    To  cherish  this  love  is  to  be  Aap, 
world.    That  the  Government  of  God  is  established  foi 
of  all|  is  a  clear  deduction  from  the  moral  character  of  t 
He  is  a  holy  being.     *'Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  the  Lord 
the  whole  earth  is  fuU  of  his  glory .^^ — (Isa.  vi.  3.)    H< 
his  ways.     *^  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  King  o 
— (Rev.  XV.  3.)     He  is  impartially  good  and  merdfu 
Lord  is  good  to  aU;    and  his  tender  mercies  are  ov 
works." — (Ps.  cxlv.  9.)     A  God  who  is  holy,  just, 
merciful,  would  not  establish  a  Government  for  the  good 
and  the  everlasting  injury  of  the  remainder.     Had  Deit 
this  course,  in  no  possible  sense  could  it  be  said,  thi 

food  to  those  whose  injury  was  designed,  even  though 
icted  for  the  benefit  of  others.    Hence  the  declarati< 
Psalmist  *'  that  the  Lord  is  good  unto  all,^^  would  be  i 
every  particular.    Neither  could  he  aim  at  ^*  the  greatet 
the  greatest  number,"  as  usually  understood  .■   ♦!»«♦* 
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is  Lofoe^  would  ToInntanlT  so  wnitituU  his  fforernment,  or 
so  adminisier  it,  that  it  would  be  neeestary  to  render  a  part  end- 
ksslT  miserable,  to  secure  the  happiness  of  the  rest.    Neither 
could  his  Goirernment  or  his  plans  become  so  disarranged,  as  to 
amtpel  him  to  pursue  this  course,  in  opposition  to  his  original  pur* 
fme.     I£s  kfiiwledge  is  infinite — his  fornigkt  extends  through 
all  time  and  eternity,  and  the  entire  frame-work  of  his  Gorem- 
ment,  with  all  its  detctiU,  were  formed  under  the  light  of  Wisdom 
that  cannot  err.     So  far  from  aiming  at  the  greatest  eood  of  a 
jMit,  through  the  eril  of  the  remainder,  as  do  the  imper&ct,  erring 
mremmentft  of  short-sighted  man,  the  Government  of  God  was 
Scsigaed  to  secure  the  ^^  greatest  good^of  the  greatest  number^  in  the 
fme  sense  of  that  phrase — ^that  is,  the  greatest  good  of  the  whole 
race  ef  man  !  !    To  deny  this,  or  to  attempt  to  conceal  it,  is  to  de- 
ny the  justice,  impartiality,  goodness  and  lore,  of  the  Most  High. 
5.  God  is  a  perfect  being.     ^'  As  for  God,  his  way  is  perfect.'* 
— <2  Sam.  xxii.  31.)     "His  work  is  perfect." — (Deut.  xxxii.  4.) 
If  Jehovah  is  perfect  in  his  "way"  and  in  his  "work,"  then  his 
Government  over  man  is  a  perfect  Government.     It  is  perfectly 
adapted  to  accomplish  the  object  or  end,  for  which  it  was  estab- 
lished, viz :  To  secure  the  permanent  good  of  every  human  being 
orer  which  it  extends.    If  God  has  mauie  his  Government  perfect^ 
tlien  it  is  perfectly  adapted  to  man,  in  all  Ihe  varied  conditions, 
circamstances  and  exigencies,  of  his  beine.     It  has  light  and  truth 
for  the  ignorant,  which  it  will  assuredly  pour  into  their  minds 
and  hearts.     It  has  lawt  to  restrain  the  sinful — rewards  for  the 
virtuous,  and  puniehments  for  the  guilty.     But  these  punishments 
are  not  retaliatory,  revenjceful,  or  vindictive.    They  are  inflicted 
in  justice,  tempered  with  mercy,  and  designed  for  the  reformation 
of  the  guilty,  and  an  example  of  warning  to  others.    To  suppose 
that  Deity,  in  establishing  a  Government  to  promote  the  good  of 
all  men — ^to  bring  all  to  obedience  to  the  commandments  which 
require  them  to  love  God  supremely,  and  their  neighbors  as  them- 
selves, would  take  any  step,  enact  any  law,  or  inflict  any  penalty, 
which  would  result  in  fixing  vast  multitudes  in  endless  disobe- 
dience, hatred  and  misery — ^is  to  suppose  him  afiected  by  neater 
blindness,  ignorance  and  stupidity,  than  has  ever  been  exnibited 
by  earthly  rulers  in  all  time ! !     Orij^inating  his  government  for 
the  endless  benefit  of  the  whole  intelligent  creation,  nothing  would 
be  done  by  him  to  counteract  or  frustrate  that  worthy  and  holy 
purpose ;  but  all  his  measures  would  be  aimed  directly  and  solely 
at  its  completion.     His  Government  being  perfect — its  means  and 
resources  beine  amply  sufficient  to  accomplish  the  object  of  its  es- 
-  tablishment — the  infinite  Law-giver  being  infinitely  able  and  wil- 
ling to  secure  the  greatest  good  of  the  greatest  number,  which  is 
THE  WHOLE^we  are  brought  to  a  conclusion,  as  gratifying  as 
it  is  glorious,  that  the  final  and  grand  result  of  the  operations  of 
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that  Government  will  be  tiie  estabHahment  of  Umwenal  Ob^ 
dience,  UniTersal  Love,  and  Univeraal  Happiness ! ! 

This  coQclttsion  is  fully  conoborated  by  the  sciiptaiee.  ^  The 
law  of  the  Lord  is  perfeet,  conyerting  the  soul."-— (I^*  six.  7.) 
The  law  of  God  is  so  perfect,  that  it  eyentually  works  eonventou^ 
on  every  soul  subjected  to  its  sway.  ^^Look  unto  me,  and  be  ye 
saved,  all  the  ends  of  the  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none 
else.  I  have  sworn  by  myself,  the  woid  is  g^one  out  of  my  month 
ia  riffhteoasness,  and  shall  not  return,  That  unto  me  every  knee 
shall  bow,  every  tongue  shall  swear,  surely  say,  in  the  Lord  have 
I  righteousness  and  strength." — (Isa.  xlv.  i^24.)  This  lan- 
guage predicts  with  remaixable  emphasis,  the  arnval  of  a  time 
when  sll  intelligent  beings  will  yield  obedience  to  the  Goverament 
of  God«  and  bow  before  him  in  adoration  and  praise.  I  consider 
this  argument  as  sound  both  in  premises  and  conclusions.  To 
strike  a  link  from  its  chain  of  reasoning,  is  but  to  stiike  an  At- 
tribute from  tha  nature  of  Jehovah !  l^-^lTime  easpired. 

* 

[Ma.  Houcss*  ruuT  bcplt.] 

Grenttemen  Moderaiors,  and  Reepeded  Audiiort: — In  my  first* 
speech  on  the  question  already  discussed,  I  assured  the  aadience 
of  my  intention  to  give  them  rood  for  thought.  I  trust  I  have  thus 
far  redeemed  my  promise.  I  might  have  provided  myself  with  any 
quantity  of  irrelevant  matter,  adapted  to  produce  a  popular  effect, 
and  have  read  it  to  the  congregation,  in  all  the  pomp  and  display 
of  hfgh  Bounding  words  and  extravagant  bombast.  But  this  would 
have  been  neither  creditable  to  myself,  nor  useful  to  the  hearer. 
I  might  have  gratified  a  foolish  vanity,  supposing  I  possessed  it, 
by  exciting  the  smile  of  superficial  mmds ;  out  the  audience  would 
have  been  neither  better  nor  wiser  than  before.  But  I  have  felt 
bound,  both  in  principle  and  honor,  to  take  a  di^rent  course.  I 
stand  pledced  to  the  gentlemen  who  are  to  publish  this  discussion, 
to  use  my  best  endeavors  to  make  the  book  worthy  of  publication, 
and  perusal,  so  far  as  I  am  responsible  for  its  contents  :  and  no 
personal  considerations  shall  induce  me  to  violate  this  pledge. 

I  also  reminded  you,  that  if  my  opponent  should  refuse  to  define 
his  position  on  incidental  questions,  or  should  attempt  to  befog 
your  minds  by  flourishes  and  double  dealing,  you  ought  to  attribute 
tt  rather  to  the  weakness  of  his  cause,  than  to  any  deficiency  in  tal- 
ent or  information. 

Now  I  ask,  if  one  half  of  all  that  my  friend  said  in  the  discus- 
sion of  the  first  question,  can  be  regarded  as  any  thing  else  than 
a  direct  attempt  to  throw  dust  into  the  eyes  of  this  congregation, 
and  thus  blind  them  as  to  the  nature  of  the  issue  between  us.  He 
seems  to  have  acted  on  the  supposition  that  if  he  throws  dirt  enoQgh» 
some  of  it  will  stick. 


ON  UNIVEESAL  SALVATION.  l^J 

Ma.  Austin. — If  the  brother  is  ^oing  back  to  the  first  qaestlon 
I  must  claim  the  privilege  of  replying.  -  * 

Ma.  HoLMes.— I  am  not  going  back  to  the  first  question,  being 
qtiite  sitisfie.l  with  the  discussion  as  it  stands :  I  am  simply  e.t  • 
piainiag  the  bearing  of  remarks  made  in  my  opening  speech,  and 
which  refer  to  the  whole  discussion. 

*  

My  friends,  if  Universalism  be  an  error,  it  is  one  of  no  ordinary 
character.  It  is  one  of  the  most  heaven  daring  and  fatal  heresies 
to  be  found  in  the  religious  world.  It  is  directly  antagonistic  to 
every  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  and  every  principle  of 
God*s  moral  administration.  There  are  differences  of  opinion  exist- 
ing on  some  points  amongst  those  of  the  evangelical  school,  but 
they  do  not  unsettle  the  loundations  of  religion  and  moralit^^  nor 
disrupt  the  bonds  of  christian  fellowship.  If  the  system  of  salva- 
tion I  advocate  be  erroneous,  it  detracts  nothing  from  pablic  or  pri- 
vate morality,  or  from  the  interest  and  happiness  of  man  in  this  life, 
nor  does  it  hazard  their  souls  in  the  world  to  come.  Not  so  Uni- 
versalism. If  it  be  false,  it  is  fatally  false  :  it  cuts  men  loose  from 
all  saving  influence — it  wrecks  the  spiritual  interests  and  hopes  of 
men  for  both  worlds,  and  wo  to  the  man  who  makes  it  his  religious 
trust ;  such  being  the  character  of  the  gentleman*s  theory,  it  becomes 
Bs  to  proceed  with  caution  in  the  discussion  of  this  Question,  on  the 
support  of  which  the  whole  fabric  of  Universalism  aepeods. 

Mr.  Austin  has  told  us  that  his  doctrine  has  a  direct  moral  influ- 
ence on  the  minds  of  men-~especially  in  preserving  them  from 
scepticism.  How  does  this  appear  ?  If  to  be  confirmed  in  a  notion 
directly  subversive  of  Christianity,  is  to  be  saved  from  skepticism, 
I  will  not  dispute  the  claim.  Most  men  wish  to  observe  at  least, 
a  show  of  respect  for  religion,  for  worldly  and  selfish  ends,  though 
they  may  at  the  same  time  despise  it  in  their  hearts.  How  are  such 
men  saved  from  scepticism  ?  They  may  be  saved  from  an  open 
avowal  of  the  infidelity  of  their  hearts :  but  the)r  maintain  an  in- 
ward hostility  to  every  thing  like  true  religion,  in  both  principle 
and  practice.  If  they  can  ^et  some  form,  or  profession  of^reJigion, 
that  will  allow  them  to  retain  their  enmity  ofheart  to  divine  truth, 
they  are  ready  to  put  it  on  and  wear  it.  Universalism  saves  men 
from  scepticism,  if  at  all,  bv  furnishing  them  with  a  few  scriptural 
epithets,  and  evangelical  phrases,  as  a  sort  of  fig-leaf  covering  tor 
the  baldness  of  their  infidelity.  But  such  are  the  worst  of  intideis. 
A  pretended  friend,  is  more  dangerous  than  an  oven  enemy.  I  can 
honor  the  independence,  though  I  may  pity  the  delusion  of  the  man 
who  rejects  cnristianity  entirely ;  he  gives  some  evidence  of  hon- 
esty, however  mistaken ;  but  he  who  pretends  friendship  for  the 
Bible,  and  yet,  robs  it  of  its  truths— he  who  professes  love  for  the 
Savior,  and  yet  Judas  like,  betrays  him  into  the  hands  of  sinners. 
hi  antitied  to  no  credit,  either  for  his  independence  or  religion.  All 
honest  minds  are  disgusted  with  such  trickery  and  doaMe  dealing. 


•evptieifm  f ! ! 
The  qaestion   now   trader  discossion   reads  as  foD 

THERE  SUFFICIENT  CTIDBNCC    FOR    BXLIEVIMO  THAT  ALL  ! 

BE  FiNALLT  BOLT  AND  HAPPT  ?  The  affirmative  of  thn 
is  defended  by  my  friend ,  and  to  sustain  it,  is  essential 
istence  of  his  system.  If  this  proposition  be  not  susli 
certainty :  if  there  be  any,  even  the  least  defect,  in  any  ei 
that  chain  of  argument  which  the  gentleman  shall  prei 
very  defect,  which  of  course  creates  a  possibility  that  tl 
may  not  be  trae — ^is  a  sufficient  reason  why  erery  man  w 
his  religious  interests,  shonld  repadiate  the  whole  theo 
worthy  of  his  confidence.  A  mere  probability  that  the  pi 
affirmed  by  Mr.  Austin,  is  true,  will  not  answer  the 
It  must  be  established  with  the  force  of  a  demonstratii 
clear  a  character,  that  the  human  mind  can  rest  upon  it 
tainty.  The  truth  of  this  proposition  is  certain — or  it  is  i 
If  uncertain — then  all  who  hang  their  hopes  of  heaven 
are  in  the  same  proportion  uncertain,  whether  they  wil 
saved  at  all,  since,  oy  depending  on  this  system,  they  i 
every  saving  gospel  truth.  And  now  I  take  it  upon  m 
here  in  my  place,  that  the  gentleman,  so  far  from  demo 
the  truth  of  his  doctrine,  cannot  establish  a  reasonable  pf 
that  it  is  true.  Indeed,  Univ^rsalists  themselves  are  dc 
the  soundness  of  their  arguments.  To  show  this,  it  is  on 
tary  to  advert  to  the  fact,  that  they  employ  different  and'd 
processes  to  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion.  One  says»thc 
IS  made  out  in  this  way.  No,  says  another,  I  do  not 
course  of  argumentation,  it  is  better  and  xooit  conclasiv 
«  out  in  this  way :  and  often  the  same  advocate  blows  hot 
with  the  same  breath,  and  pulls  down  with  one  hand 
builds  up  with  another.  The  gentleman  has  now  star 
his  course  of  argument,  and  if  I  do  not  show  him  contrad 
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He.  Houut.— He  rafeired  to  mr  denomination  in  partieiilar, 
and  time  ier  my  remark  applies.  I  will  leare  others  to  defend' 
tbemselves  from  this  allegation*  if  anjr  defence  be  necessary :  but 
io  Iw  as  relates  to  mjr  own  eommumon,  the  assertion  is  not  tnie. 
There  is  scarcely  division  enough  on  **  rital  points  "  to  create  a 
single  ripple  on  the  sarlace  of  that  sea  of  peace  and  unity,  which 
mirrors  forth  the  doctrinal  fellowship  of  the  denomination.  There 
has  been  some  contention  and  diFision  on  the  subject  of  slarery 
aad  abolition,  and  I  hope  it  will  continue  until  the  last  vestige  of 
this  abomination  is  swept  from  the  land.  (Mr.  Avstijt  :  Amen  /) 
I  showed,  in  a  former  speech,  what  sort  of  fellowship  and  unity  may 
be  found  in  the  brotherhood  of  Universalism,  on  vital  points  .*  and 
I  now  ask  if  there  is  any  division  or  contention  in  tnat  commu- 
nity on  the  question  of  slavery  ?  I  believe  not — at  least  I  have 
heard  of  none — and  we  may  account  for  it  in  two  ways : — that 
there  are  no  Universalists  at  the  south — or,  if  there  are,  the  ques- 
tion of  ethics  has  not  received  sufficient  attention  to  produce  a  con- 
iict  oo  the  moral  bearings  of  slavery. 

Ab  on  the  question  already  discussed,  I  was  left  in  full  possies- 
siOQ  of  all  my  aiguments — 60  on  this  question,  I  intend  to  take 
from  Mr.  Aostin  every  argument  he  shall  bring  forward.  If  1 
omit  anv  one,  it  will  be  through  inadvertence.  I  shall  not  tell  vou 
at  the  close  of  the  discussion  on  this  question,  that  I  have  not  had 
time  to  devote  to  the  subject. 

If  my  friend's  amunents  are  too  strong  for  me,  and  I  find  I  cannot 
reoiove  them,  I  will  not  make  a  lame  attempt  to  excuse  myself,  by 
wkininc  about  the  want  of  time.  I  have  no  idea  that  the  gentle- 
man wul  present  any  thing  new  on  this  question :  he  will  pursue 
the  old  beaten  path — present  the  same  stereotyped  arguments, 
brought  forward  a  thousand  times,  and  as  often  refuted :  and  I 
intend,  on  this  occasion,  to  fully  and  entirely  refute  them,  or  at  least 
wnken  them,  to  an  extent  that  will  suffice  to  overturn  the  propo- 
sition they  are  brought  to  support. 

As  the  gentleman  maintains  the  imvitabU  final  salvation  of  all 
men,  I  wish  him  to  tell  us  what  he  means  by  salvation,  tphen  it  is 
efteted,  w^ere  and  how  it  is  effiscted.  Especially  is  he  bound  to 
tell  us  what  salvation  is.  Of  what  use  is  all  his  declamation,  all  his 
rhetorical  flourishes  respectins;  salvation,  the  attributes,  intention, 
desire  and  will  of  God,  and  all  that  catalogue  of  phrases  used  by 
him  to  indicate  the  track  of  his  argument  ? — this  is  of  no  sort  of 
value,  until  we  know  what  salvation  is.  Let  him  first  define  the 
tenns  of  the  question,  with  the  same  frankness  that  I  did,  when  I 
opened  the  debate  on  the  other  proposition.  Let  him  tell  us  what 
men  are  sairMfhim,  how  they  are  to  be  saved,  and  when,  whether 
itt  this  life,  or^  future  world.  These  are  Questions  which  I  now 
put  to  Mr.  Austin ;  they  lie  at  the  very  foundation  of  this  question, 
nor  can  it  be  properly  discussed  unless  they  are  answered.  I  wish 
1m  io  know  whether  the  final  hoMneai  aod  happinete  for     * '  *^ 
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iTora  ine  inoaienflwie  iiacara  oi  nw  cause,  i  oe  suojeci  is  o 
difficulties  and  absurdities,  whidi  he  does  not  wish  exhi 
fore  this  congragalioii.  I  say,  the  genUeman  ia  fibroid  \n 
himself  on  these  points.  I  will  now  attend  to  my  frien< 
ments ;  commenong  with  the  fir^  which  is,  that  aU  me 
finally  holy  and  happy,  because  '*6ed  desires  it.''  Go 
the  salvation  of  all  men.  Well,  so  far  as  the  terns  of  t 
ment  are  coneemed,  I  have  no  objection  to  offiar.  I  per 
cord  with  him  in  the  simpie  fact  that  Grod  desuree  the  b 
of  all  his  creatures.  And  this  desire  has  no  exdosiFe 
to  their  fmal.  state ;  it  appliea  to  maaCt  present  state,  i 
strong  with  respect  to  men  in  this  world,  as  any  other  ' 
state  of  being  where  they  may  eacisl.  Thoc  are  as  n 
ments  in  the  desire  of  God  now,  as  there  ever  will  be,  i 
elements  are  as  efficient  now,  as  they  ever  will  be ;  tlu 
powerful  and  controlling  in  their  influence  now,  as  they 
oe.  God's  desire  is  therefore  as  absolute  now,  as  it  erei 
and  nothing  can  be  unconditionally  predicated  of  the 
God  in  the  fttture  state,  hejrond  wbiat  is  effisctad  by  it  in 
And  now  I  Mk^  is  Uie  desire  of  Crod  absolute  in  rega 
man  salvation  in  this  life  \  If  so,  why  are  not  all  men 
haj^py  now  ?  God  gives  the  clearest  proof  that  he  desire 
vation  of  men  htrt^j  the  revelation  of  his  word,  the  g 
son,  and  the  meanahe  employs  to  restore  them  to  himselT 
all  men  are  not  saved — ^thousands  reject  and  despise  the 
BflJrationi  and  "wax  worse  and  worse,"  the  loncer  ti 
How  will  the  gentleman  explain  this^  if  salvation  osfMn 
desire  of  God  f  Does  he  say  these  characters  are  not  sa 
because  they  reject  the  gospel'^  This  is  giving  up  his  a 
which  makes  salvation  depend  on  the  absolute  desire 
besides,  the  very  same  reason  may  prevent  their  salvati 
after.  The  gentleman  has  absolutely  no  escape  from 
culty,  except  by  proving  that  God's  desire  will  be  stroi 
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ind  oYcrttirn  tbe  argument  from  the  analogy  of  tlie  dhrine  goYcrn- 
ment.  And  cren  then,  the  work  will  be  but  half  done.  **  He 
that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  beliereth  not  «hall  be 
damned,"  is  the  general  proposition  of  Christianity.  This  is  God's 
plan  of  salvation  ;  it  must  therefore  explain  the  nature  of  his  de- 
sire. If  God  desires  the  salvation  of  all  men,  it  is  in  consistency 
with  this  plan,  which  involves  conditions  to  be  performed  by  sin- 
ners. To  desire  the  salvation  of  men  in  any  other  way,  would 
be  to  subvert  the  gospel  which  provides  salvation.  Again,  God's 
government  is  moral,  and  his  intelligent  creatures  are  moral  agents ; 
and  as  the  principles  of  his  government,  and  the  constitution  of  his 
subjects  are  changeless,  the  moral  results  which  men  experience 
imdcr  the  divine  government,  do  not  flow  from  the  desire  of  God  in 
itself  considered,  out  from  the  harmony  of  the  divine  administration, 
considered  with  respect  to  moral  and  responsible  agents.  Hence, 
Cod's  desire  that  the  human  race  may  be  saved,  must  equadrate 
with  the  constitution  of  man,  and  the  constitution  of  his  own  gov- 
ernment. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  though  God  desires  the  salvation 
of  all  men  in  hoaven,  that  desire  does  not,  in  itself,  create  any  de- 
gree of  certainty  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy. 

Moreover,  this  conclusion  is  still  farther  strengthened  ny  the 
existence  of  vice  of  every  degree  and  form ;  and  the  thousand  oc- 
currences, which  Grod  neither  desires  nor  approves.  How  often 
has  God  said  to  the  children  of  men,  *'do  not  that  abominable 
thing  which  I  hate,"  and  yet  they  did  it.  But  if  they  did  what 
he  hates,  then  he  neither  willed  nor  desired  it.  If  the  desire  of 
God  controls,  absolutely,  the  results  of  men's  actions  in  regard  ta 
themselves,  it  controls  the  actions  also :  but  this  would  remove 
responsibility  from  man — ^make  God  the  direct  author  of  all  sin  in 
the  universe,  and  contradict  his  own  published  declarations. 

My  reply  to  the  gentleman's  argument  on  the  desire  of  God, 
mav  be  summed  up  thus : 

1.  God's  desire  is  not  absolute,  but  contingent — ^hence  does  not 
exert  any  absolute  control  over  ihe  final  destinies  of  men. 

2.  The  government  of  God  is  moral — and  men  are  moral  agents, 
and  must  oe  condemned  or  justified,  saved  or  lo^,  on  the  princi- 
ples of  moral  law,  considered  with  respect  to  moral  agency. 

3.  If  men  are  considered  as  not  jinder  the  law,  but  under  grace» 
the  question  is  not  changed,  since  the  gospel  of  grace  afibrds  re- 
lief to  the  sinner  only  on  condition  of  repentance. 

4.  The  desire  of  God  does  not  subvert,  but  must  move  in  har* 
mony  with  his  government — his  gospel — and  the  constitution  of 
man. 

5.  If  Ae  desire  of  God  should  be  regarded  as  absolute  and  un- 
conditional, in  its  moral  arid  controlling  power,  it  wtould  not  assnr*' 
vs  Off  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  oi  all  men,  inasmuch  as  it 
doiAl^fir  |i!rodnt«^e  holiness  and  happiness  of  nXL  mete  in  thi» 
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life.    That  whieh  does  not  produce  preant  holiaeesaad  happi- 
ness, can  be  no  sufficient  security  for  the  final  salvation  of  men. 

The  ffentleman^s  second  argument  is  founded  on  the  intetiiion  of 
God.     Well,  to  this  we  do  not  demur.    God  intended  the  happi- 
ness of  all  originally,  and  when  they  apostatized,  he  redeemed 
all.     He  has  given  the  verv  best  proof,  thigU  his  benevolent  inten* 
tions  embraced  the  whole  Kimilv  of  man.    The  fallacy  of  the  ar- 
gument does  not  consist  so  much  in  the  terms  employed,  as  in  the 
application.     An  argument  may  be  fallacious,  either  in  the  pre- 
mise or  the  conclusion ;  in  the  present  case,  the  fallacy  is  in  the 
conclusion.     We  know  that  God  did  intend,  in  the  establishment 
of  a  government,  to  bring  into  existence  a  universe  of  intelligent 
beings,  under  circumstances  adapted  to  secure  their  happiness. 
But  this  is  a  different  thing  from  intending  to  control,  absolutely^ 
their  final  destiny.     Against  such  an  idea,  the  word  of  God  and 
the  analogy  of  his  government,  raise  their  voice.    Let  Mr.  Aus- 
tin teU  us,  if  he  can,  on  what  principles,  other  than  those  embr%£ed 
in  moral  government,  and  moral  agency,  a  universe  of  intelligent, 
moral  beings,  can  be  constituted  happy  ?    If  the  happiness  for 
which  he  contends  be  moral,  it  can  only  be  conferred  by  moral 
government — can  only  be  enjoyed  by  moral  aeenTs.    Moral  gov- 
ernment, and  moral  agency,  necessarily  exclude  the  idea  of  abso- 
lute control  ovet final  destiny;  and  yet, without  such  control,  the 
argument  from  the  intention  of  God,  is  entirely  worthless.     God's 
intention  is  absolute,  or  it  is  not.     If  not,  then  it  depends  in  some 
measdre  upon  contino'ency,  and  that  contingency  is  inconsistent 
with  the  certainty  of  tne  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men. 
But  if  the  intention  of  Grod  respecting  the  final  state  of  men,  be 
not  contingent  in  any  sense,  but  absolute,  then  does  it  rob  man  of 
the  freedom  of  his  will — ^the  power  of  choice,  and  of  moral  hap- 
piness, and  overturn  the  moral  government  of  God. 

The  gentleman  may  take  which  of  these  conclusions  he  pleases. 
One  of  them  he  must  take,  and  either  of  them  will  disprove  Uni- 
versalism. 

Moreover,  as  the  desire  of  God  harmonizes  with  the  flan  of  sal- 
vation through  Jesus  Christ,  so  also  must  his  intention  :  hence, 
the  nature  of  th^  gospel  as  revealed,  must  be  regarded  as  the  only 
reliable  exponent  of  the  divine  intention. 

Now  we  have  already  seen  that  the  gospel  promises  salvation 
to  sinners  only  on  condition  of  repentance  and  faith ;  and  my 
friend  will  not  deny  that  gospel  sauvation  is  conditional.  **  Ue 
that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned.**  "  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he  gave  his  only  begot- 
ten son,  that  whosoever  believeth  on  Mm  might  not  perish,  but  have 
everlasting  life.*'  These  and  other  similar  passages  express  the 
condition^ity  of  gospel  salvation  so  plainly,  that  the  loose  and 
deceptive  methods  of  interpretation  adopted  by  the  Universalist 
iohool,  have  not  enabled  them  to  avoid  their  loice.    It  ioUowtv 
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ttotfofe^  tkal  ia  making  the  final  aalTation  of  man  depend  on 
the  obmAut*  intention  of  God,  my  friend  contradicts  the  nature  of 
the  gospel,  and  his  own  admission  as  to  the  conditionality  of  ffos- 
Del  €alTation ;  or  else,  gospel  salvation  is  not  necessary  to  the  final 
holinesa  and  hapniness  of  men. 

My  reply  to  Mr.  Austin's  argument  from  the  intentian  of  God^ 
may  he  sammed  up  thus : 

1.  To  control  the  final  destinies  of  men  hy  the  absolute  inten- 
tion of  God,  is  to  rob  them  of  moral  agency,  and  the  power  of 
choice,  and  deprive  them  of  moral  happiness,  as  moral  agency  is 
easeatial  to  moral  happiness.  If,  therefore,  the  argument  from 
the  divine  intention  annihilates  hell,  it  also  annihilates  heaven, 
and  leaves  man  without  a  character  adapted  to  either. 

2.  To  make  the  final  state  of  man  depend  on  the  absolute  in- 
tention of  God,  is  to  destroy  the  moral  character  of  the  divine  gov- 
ernment— exclude  the  influence  of  moral  law  and  moral  obliga- 
tion from  his  retributive  administration,  and  deprive  the  intdli- 
gent  universe  of  a  moral  governor. 

3.  The  notion  that  God's  intention  respecting  human  salvation 
absolutely  secures  it,  is  a  positive  contradiction  of  the  nature  of 
the  gos^,  and  the  conditionalitjr  of  gospel  salvation.  Hence,  if 
this  notion  be  true,  gospel  salvation  is  in  no  sense  necessary  to  the 
final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men. 

4.  If  we  suppose  tne  intention  of  God  respecting  human  salva- 
tion to  be  absolute,  the  argument  creates  no  certainty  that  all  men 
will  be  saved,  since  the  controlling  influence  of  that  intention  does 
■ot  secure  present  salvation.  That  which  does  not  produce 
present  salvation,  can  afbrd  no  sufficient  security  that  it  will  ef- 
fect the  salvation  of  all  men  in  the  future.  Let  the  gentleman 
refute  these  conclusions  if  he  can. — iTime  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN^S  SECOlfD  8PKECR.] 

Brother  Moderators : — To  all  Elder  Holmes  has  said  in  regard 
to  high  sounding  words — ^bombast,  and  throwing  dust  into  the 
eyes  of  the  audience,  I  of  course,  have  no  reply  to  make.  It  dis- 
plays a  peculiar  kind  of  taste,  in  which  I  have  no  disposition  to 
mdulre — and  a  lack  of  something  more  substantial  vraidi  may  ex- 
cite the  sympathy  of  those  who  hear,  for  my  friend's  unhappy 
Eredicament,  but  cannot  increase  their  respect  for  him  or  his  cause. 
f  he  desires  to  make  capital  out  of  any  such  material,  he  is  at 
liberty  to  do  so.    For  myself,  I  shall  not  be  his  imitator. 

He  says,  (^Universalism  be  an  error,  it  is  one  of  the  most  heav- 
en daring  and  dangerous,  ever  given  to  the  world !  If  it  is  an 
error !  Ah,  that  IF,  is  a  very  important  word ! !  Sirs,  is  it  heaV' 
en  daring  to  ascribe  infinite  wisdom  and  goodness  to  God — to  in- 
sist thai  oe  loves  all  his  creatures,  and  will  finally  bring  them  to 
and  happineM.    Is  it  heaven  daring  to  declare  in  God's 
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own  words,  that  lie  ^*  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved  and'come  to 
the  knowiedg^e  of  the  truth  t — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  If  that  is  heaven 
daring,  let  me  ask  what  it  is  rirtuaily  to  ascribe  to  him  a  lack  of 
wisdom  and  goodness  %  What  it  is  to  proclaim  that  he  will  not 
'^  have  all  men  to  be  saved,^*  but  will  thrust  his  own  ofl&pring  into 
eternal  torments,  and  hear  them  shriek  in  agony,  and  beg  to  be 
granted  the  privilege  of  repenting,  and  yet  be^  in  vain !! — ^not 
one  particle  of  sympathy  or  pity  for  them,  existing  in  the  Divine 
nature !  These  dark  and  unholy  imputations,  are  not  heaven 
daring,  I  suppose ! 

But  if  Universalism  be  /a/«e,  those  who  believe  it,  my  friend 
asserts,  will  be  in  great  danger  /  What  a  miserable  attempt  to 
frighten  the  timid  from  a  great  truth.  IF  it  should  prove  false! ! 
This  is  surmising  an  impossibility.  Before  Universalism  can  prove 
false,  the  Scriptures  must  prove  false  ! — the  Apostles  and  all  the 
holy  Prophets  since  the  world  beean,  must  prove  false  !  Christ 
and  his  Gospel,  must  prove  false  f  GOD  and  his  pledged  and  sa- 
cred OATH,  must  prove  false  ! ! !  If  it  should  turn  out  that  all 
these  are  false,  then  I  will  allow  my  doctrine  may  also  prove 
false.  But  until  there  is  some  remote  possibility  that  falsity  thus 
pertains  to  every  thing  divine,  the  word  *^if,"  in  such  connection, 
nas  no  significance  whatever. 

Allowing,  however,  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  on  the 
positive  declarations  of  Prophets  and  Apostles,  and  of  Jesus  Christ, 
that  all  men  shall  be  saved — allowing  that  God  is  precisely  that 
malignant,  wrathful,  pitiless  tyrant,  which,  I  regret  to  say, 
the  partialist  clergy  too  often  represent  him  to  be — ^what  then  ? 
I  maintain  that  even  in  this  case,  Universalists  would  stand  at 
least  as  good,  if  not  a  better,  chance  of  being  saved,  as  any  other 
class! 

Cruel  and  heartless  despots  like  to  be  well  spoken  of.  They 
certainly  feel  more  favorably  inclined  towards  those  who  repre- 
sent them  as  mild,  good  and  lovfng,  than  those  who  draw  a  darker 
and  truer  picture  of  their  character.  Should  it  finally  prove  that 
the  scriptures  utter  falsehood  when  they  declare  '^  God  is  Love,'* 
and  the  partialist  doctrines  assert  the  truth,  when  they  virtually 
insist  he  is  the  concentration  of  crueity^  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  Methodists,  Presbyterians,  Baptists,  or  any  other  self  styled 
Evangelical  sect,  would  be  safer  than  believers  and  proclaimers 
of  God^s  impartial  grace. 

The  Elder  chants  the  old  song,  and  tells  the  old  story  of  tn/?- 
ddity  !  iNFiDELiTT ! !  When  men  of  his  school  of  theology  have 
notiiinj^  else  that  will  answer  their  purpose,  they  talk  about  the 
infideltty  oi  Universalism ! !  as  though  the  people  were  so  stupid 
as  not  to  see  that  this  outcry  only  proves  the  want  of  solid  argu- 
ment. My  friend  has  eone  so  far  as  to  intimate  that  Universal^ 
ists  are  the  worst  kind  of  infidds  I  I  desire  to  put  an  extinguisher, 
at  leset  during*  the  remainder  of  thi«  debate,  on  all  such:  ridica*-^ 
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tew  aasmkmg^-aiid  will,  if  such  a  thing  as  shame  can  dieter  a 
man  who  poosesses  any  de^ee  of  self  respect,  from  nUsrepreseiU' 
mg  his  nei^bors.  - 

Infidelity  indheed !  Pray  what  kind  of  infidelity  is  that  which 
consists  in  beLiering  in  €rod,  in  Christ,  in  the  scriptures,  in  the 
resurrection  of  like  dead,  and  immortality  beyond  the  grave ! ! 
Why  will  men  of  sense  allow  themselves  in  this  enlightened  age, 
to  commit  so  great  a  folly,  a6  to  charge  infiddity  on  a  class  of 
cfaristian«  who  hold  snch  sentiments  as  these  %  If  infidelity  can 
be  laid  at  the  door  of  any  portion  of  the  religions  community  in 
diristeiidom,  it  will  be  found  in  a  greater  oe^ee  pertaining  to 
those  very  seets  who  are  so  free  ana  flippant  m  casting  it  upon 
othtts.  What  is  tn/i«{e^^  ?  YX'v&wibelief.  Hence  the  £e»  a  man 
believes  in  God  and  Christ,  the  more  infidd  he  is.  And  the  more 
one  believes  in  them,  the  less  he  has  of  infidelity.  Tried  by  this 
jast  standard,  where  will  the  charge  of  infidelity  lie  the  most  le- 
sitimatel>r  %  Universalists  believe  nurre  of  God  than  others.  They 
believe  nis  wisdom  is  perfect,  that  his  power  is  omnipotent,  his 
goodness  limitless  and  endless— «nd  that  all  his  gracious  plans 
and  purposes  respecting  man,  will  be  ultimately  crowned  with 
ffloriotts  success.  My  friend,  and  those  of  his  class,  have  a 
belief  that  faUs  infinitely  short  of  this.  They  believe  God^s  wis- 
dom is  short  sighted,  his  power  is  limited,  his  goodness  partial 
and  fleeting,  and  his  plans  in  regard  to  man's  redemption,  have 
sank  into  inextricable  confusion  and  ruin !  Which  of  these  classes 
has  the  most  of  infidelity — ^which  have  the  least  belief  in  God ! 
Chrkrt  declares  positively,  that  he  came  "to  save  the  world." 
Universalists  bebeve  he  is  abundantly  fitted  and  competent  to  fulfil 
this  work — ^that  he  is  both  Me  ana  foiling  to  save  the  world, 
and  complete  the  mission  on  which  his  Father  sent  him.  But  not 
one  of  the  Evangelical  sects,  have  this  amount  of  belief  and  con- 
fidenee  in  the  Redeemer.  The  Calvanists  believe  he  is  Me  but 
not  willing  to  save  the  world — ^tht  Methodists  believe  he  is  wil' 
ling  but  not  Me  to  save  the  world.  In  this  case,  who  does  not 
see  that  infidelitff — unbelisf — ^rankles  most  visibly  in  that  class 
who  are  so  forward  in  charging  it  upon  those  who  differ  from 
them  only  in  having  more  oi  faith  in  the  Father  and  the  Son  ! 
Let  us  hear  no  more  of  the  senseless  cry  of  the  infidelity  of  Uni- 
versalism! ! 

..  My  brother  Holmes  says  he  met  a  gentleman  yesterday  who 
was  not  aware  that  Uie  Umversalists  rejected  the  doctrine  of  Atone- 
ment^ and  who  was  astonished  at  it !  I  know  not  who  this  gen- 
tleman could  hare  been ;  but  the  vastness  of  his  intelligence,  and 
the  profundity  of  his  knowledge,  cannot  but  challenge  the  admi- 
ration of  all  men !  Pray,  where  did  he  learn  that  Universalists 
reject  the  Atonement  1  He  and  his  informant  have  but  verified 
fbie  Saviof's  declaration — "If  the  blind  lead  the  blind,  both  shall 
iaiimla  iht  ditch/'    Umversalists  do  mot  rejeot  the  Atonement. 
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They  beliere  that  doctrine  as  it  is  presented  in  the  Bible.  They 
believe  the  object  of  Christ^s  mission  was  to  effect  an  At-im^mmU 
— to  bring  the  creature  into  unity  with  the  Creator — ^to  reconcile 
man  to  God.  Yea,  they  believe  the  declaration  of  St.  Paul,  that  it 
pleased  the  Father  through  his  Son,  *'to  reconcile  ALL  THINGS 
unto  himself.^^ — (Colos.  i.  19-20.)  But  Universalists  while  sin- 
cerely believing  the  gospel  doctrine  of  the  Atonement,  decidedly 
reject  the  old  Heathen  dogma  of  a  sacrifice  to  placate  the  wrath 
of  a  god,  to  enable  men  to  sin  and  avoid  punishment — ^A  misera* 
ble  error  which  was  incorporated  into  the  doctrines  of  the  Chris- 
tian Church  in  the  Dark  Ages,  and  which  singularly,  is  still  clung 
to,  by  the  partialist  Clergy,  under  the  name  of  Atonement. 

The  Elder  presents  a  wonderful  argument  against  Universalism, 
in  his  objection  that  its  advocates  have  many  different  ways  in 

S resenting  their  evidences  of  its  truth.  Because  amid  the  abun- 
ance  of  Arguments  in  proof  of  the  impartial  and  limitless  grace 
and  goodness  of  the  Father  of  all,  which  prevail  in  scrij^ture,  in 
reason,  in  nature^s  works,  some  of  its  advocates  draw  their  weap- 
ons in  its  defence  from  one  department  of  the  Great  Armory  with 
which  God  has  furnished  them,  and  some  from  another,  the  El- 
der reasons,  that  hence  the  sentiment  cannot  be  true.  In  other 
words,  there  are  numerous  methods  by  which  Universalism  can  be 
proved  to  be  true,  and  hence  it  must  he  false  ! !  This  is  a  spe-  . 
cimen  of  the  deep  water,  of  which  my  friend  talks  so  much ! 

If  the  fact  that  a  sentiment  is  supported  and  defended  in  a  va- 
riety of  ways,  is  an  evidence  that  it  is  false,  what  shall  we  say  of 
his  favorite  doctrine  of  the  Atonement  ?  There  probably  never 
was  a  theory  which  its  advocates  held  and  propagated  in  so  many 
different  forms  as  this.  There  are  hardly  any  two  denominations 
throughout  the  Evangelical  ranks,  who  entertain  the  same  views 
in  regard  to  the  Atonement.  And  this  great  contrariety  of  opin- 
ions on  the  subject,  has  prevailed  ever  since  that  Pagan  absur- 
dity stole  its  way,  with  a  multitude  of  similar  corruptions,  into 
the  midst  of  Christian  doctrines.  This  fact  shall  be  corroborated 
by  Rev  David  Holmes,  A.M.,  himself,  in  his  article  in  the  Meth- 
odist Quarterty  Review.  He  says :  "  The  history  oi  the  various 
theories  taught  since  theologians  oegan  to  make  Atonement  a  sub- 
ject of  speculation,  is  both  curious  and  instructive.  *  ♦  *  ♦ 
To  describe  the  various  and  conflicting  theories  brought  into  be- 
ing by  the  wand  of  theological  diviiiers  since  the  fifteenth  century, 
would  require  more  space  than  can  be  spared  in  this  paper.^^ — {Ke^ 
view,  pp.  415 — 416.) 

Elder  Holmes  sa)  s  he  intends  to  take  every  argument  out  of 
my  hands.  I  hops  he  will  if  he  has  the  power  to  do  so.  And 
to  assist  him  in  his  goodly  work,  I  will  present  my  arguments  in 
a  manner  so  plain,  clear  and  distinct,  that  none  can  misunderstand 
them.  He  is  at  fu)l  liberty  to  **  come  and  take  them,"  if  he  can/' 
But  how  does  he  proceed  m  this  wofk  ?    How  does  he  take  from 
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me  mj  argument  on  the  Intention  of  God  '^  Why,  he  wants  first 
to  know  what  saltation  is.  It  is  truly  remarkable  that  my  bro- 
ther, with  all  his  experience  as  a  preacher,  and  all  his  attainments 
as  a  scholar  and  theologian,  has  not  yet  learned  what  salvation 
is.  And  supposing  the  people  to  be  as  ignorant  as  himself  on 
this  point,  he  is  anxious  i  should  explain  to  them  what  salvation 
ift-«as  though  they  had  no  Bibles  in  their  hands,  or  could  not  read 
that  holy  book  for  themselves !  The  very  first  lesson  in  the  gos- 
pel— the  very  first  chapter  in  the  New  Testament,  explains  the 
whole  of  this  subject,  m  declaring  the  simple  truth  that  Christ 
came  to  save  men  from  sin  f  I  know  that  thih  answer  does  not 
suit  the  Eider,  for  the  reason  that  the  Bible  and  his  own  theory 
are  at  rariance.  But  I  can  give  him  no  better  reply.  The  scrip- 
tures furnish  me  with  none  other.  He  desires  me  to  inform  him 
v^en  and  where^  men  are  to  be  saved  ?  I  ^swer,  when  and  where 
they  repent  of  sin !  In  this  world  or  in  any  other,  when  a  being 
truly  repents  of  sin,  he  is  saved  from  it. 

The  Elder  admits  the  correctness  of  my  premises,  in  the  ar^- 
ment  on  the  Intention  of  God.  He  has  no  doubt  the  Deity  origi- 
nally intended  to  save  all  men.  He  must  take  this  ground,  or  step 
on  the  old  Culvinistie  platform.  But  in  making  this  admission  he 
admits  all  I  can  ask,  and  gives  me  the  Argument.  If  God  origi- 
nally intended  to  save  all  men,  then  my  friend  must  necessarily 
take  one  of  two  positions,  viz  :  that  God^s  original  intention  will 
bt  fulfilled,  or  it  will  be  defeated.  If  it  is  defeated,  then  Jehovah 
is  an  imperfect  being,  and  no  dependence  can  legitimately  be 
placed  upon  him  for  any  thing.  But  if  his  intention  he  fulfilled, 
then  all  men  will  finally  be  saved  from  sin,  and  made  holy  and 
happy !  !  There  is  no  possibility  of  avoiding  one  of  these  con- 
clusions. My  friend  can  adopt  that  which  is  the  most  agreeable 
to  him. 

He  has  made  an  attempt  to  ansi^er  my  argument  from  the  De- 
sire of  God.  He  takes  the  strange  ground  tnat  notwithstanding 
the  Creator  DESIRES  the  salvation  of  all  men,  it  is  no  evidence 
they  will  be  saved.  To  sustain  himself  in  this  position,  he  insists 
that  God^s  desires  are  not  always  accomplished  I  That  he  desires 
men  to  be  holy  and  happy  here,  but  they  do  not  become  so. 
Therefore  he  feels  no  conndence  that  they  will  be  holy  and  hap- 
py hereafter,  notwithstanding  Jehovah  desires  it.  This  is  one  of 
the  most  common  and  favorite  objections  to  my  position,  and  yet 
it  is  most  illogical,  Atheistical,  and  fatal  /  It  is  illogical,  in  that 
it  takes  the  ground  that  whatever  God  desires  for  man  in  a  future 
and  ultimate  condition,  he  desires  for  him  in  the  present  life. 
There  is  no  soundness  in  this  position.  It  overlooks  the  impor- 
tant fact  that  God  was  pleased  to  create  men  subject  to  vanity  and 
imperfection. — (Rom.  viii.  20.  21.)  This  subjection  was  not  for 
the  purpose  of  exposing  them  to  endless  wretchedness — much  less 
ion  UM  purpow  of  plunging  than  into  tudi  a  ttate.    Bul^^^i^A 
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designed  as  a  state  of  disciplioe,  which  by  its  varied  lessons  of 
experience,  will  prepare  those  who  pass  through  it,  for  a  more 
exalted  and  perfect  condition  of  happiness  than  they  could  other- 
wise attain  to.  It  overlooks  also,  that  man  is  created  a  progres- 
sive being,  both  morally  and  mentally.  God  designs  him  to  pass 
through  various  stages  of  progress  until  he  arrives  to  the  full  de- 
velopement  ol  all  the  capacities  of  his  soul.  He  will  then  have 
arrived  at  that  ultimate  state  of  perfection  and  happiness  into 
which  the  Creator  from  the  first  designed  to  bring  him  ! 

In  view  of  these  facts,  what  folly  to  insist  that  God  desires  men 
in  this  life — the  first  stage  of  their  progress,  to  be  in  the  same  con- 
dition of  perfection,  that  they  will  enjoy  when  they  have  passed 
through  the  entire  progressive  journey  and  attained  to  the  high 
position  whither  it  will  lead  them.  And  what  greater  folly  to 
insist  God^s  desires  SLiefrustrated^  because  man  at  the  commence- 
ment of  his  progress,  is  not  at  tlu  same  point,  he  will  be,  at  its 
conclusion.  This  is  as  consistent  as  it  would  be  to  insist  that 
God's  desires  are  not  accomplished  because  the  child  is  not  as  fully 
developed  in  his  capacities,  as  the  man — or  that  his  purpose  and 
desire  in  nature,  are  frustrated,  because  the  twig,  when  it  shoots 
from  earth,  does  not  produce  fruit,  like  the  mature  tree.  How 
profound  such  theology  !     How  deep  the  water ! 

The  position  that  uod^s  desires  are  not  always  accomplished, 
is  Atheistical.  If  the  Deity  cannot  fulfil  his  desires,  then  he  is 
imperfect.  He  either  cherishes  wrong  desires — or  if  his  desires 
are  good  and  proper,  he  lacks  both  in  power  and  wisdom  to  satisfy 
them.  In  either  case,  he  must  be  imperfect.  If  he  is  imperfect^ 
he  is  not  the  true  God — and  if  He  is  not  the  true  God,  then  there 
is  no  God  / ! 

The  objection  that  God^s  desires  are  not  always  accomplished, 
is  fatal  to  those  that  urge  it ;  inasmuch  as  it  cuts  off  the  surely  of 
their  own  hopes  of  salvation.  If  the  desires  of  such  a  being  as 
Jehovah,  are  not  accomplished  in  some  respects,  they  may  not  be 
in  others.  I  presume  Elder  Holmes  will  acknowlege  God  desires, 
that  all  the  partialist  clergymen  and  church  members,  shall  finally 
become  perfectly  holy  and  happy,  in  the  future  world.  If  this  is 
so,  then  according  to  his  logic,  God  desires  them  to  be  perfectly 
holy  and  happy  in  this  life.  But  his  desire  in  this  respect  is  not 
accomplished — they  are  neither  perfectly  holy  nor  happy  here — 
hence  his  desire  that  they  shall  become  perfectly  holy  and  happy- 
hereafter,  cannot  be  accomplished — and  my  friend  and  all  his 
evangelicals  must  be  lost  forever  I ! 

The  imperfection  of  this  species  of  logic  is,  it  overlooks  the 
fact  that  God^s  desire  in  respect  to  man^s  ultimate  condition,  does 
not  imply  that  he  desires  the  same  for  him  now  in  the  incipient 
stages  of  his  being — and  that  the  subjection  of  the  creature  to 
vanity  and  imperfection  in  this  life,  is  in  accordance  with,  and  not 
in  i^p3^Q»itioth  tOa  hi«  original  Will  and  Purpose !    Besides  all  thisi 
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the  position  of  Elder  Holmes  that  God's  desires  are  not  always 
accomplished,  inrolves  a  point-blank  eontradictian  of  the  Bibke, 
and  puts  the  stamp  oi  falsehood  on  the  declaration  of  Jehovah !  ! 
The  scriptures  expressly  declare  of  God,  that  '^  what  his  soul  de^ 
siretk,  eTen  THAT  he  DOETH."-H(Job  xxiii.  13.)  But  my  friend 
insists  that  God  does  not  accomplish  what  his  sotd  desireih  !  !  I 
leave  the  Elder  to  reconcile  his  assertion  with  the  declaration  of 
God's  holy  word !  One  or  the  other  has  manifestly  uttered  that 
which  i» false  / 

My  Fourth  arg;ument  is  predicated  on — 

THE  FULFILLMENT  OP  THE  LAW  OP  LOVE. 
Pbofocitioh. — I.  Th«  Creator,  in  his  moral  law,  has  enjoined  it  upon  orerj  ha- 
■Ban  being,  a«  a  sacred  obligation,  to  love  Gk>d  supremely,  and  his  neighbor  as  him> 
aeir.    3.  That  law  will  in  doe  time,  be  universally  fulfilled.    8.  When  all  ii»sn  thna 
l»ve  God  and  their  neighbor,  they  will  be  holy  and  happy. 

Pnoop. — 1.  It  has  been  enjoined  on  every  human  being  to  love 
Crod  supremely  and  his  neighbor  as  himself.  **  Master,  which  is 
the  great  commandment  in  the  Law  1  Jesus  said  unto  him.  Thou 
ahalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart,  and  wiUi  all  thy 
Boul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.  This  is  the  first  and  great  command- 
ment. ^  And  the  second  is  like  unto  it.  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neigh- 
bor as  thyself.  On  these  two  commandments  han^  all  the  Law 
and  the  Prophets."— -(Matt.  xxii.  36-40.)  The  enioining  of  Love 
to  God  and  to  man,  is  the  sum  and  substance  of  all  the  command- 
ments which  the  Creator  has  laid  upon  men.  The  great  object 
of  the  Holy  One  in  establishing  the  Levitical  law,  in  S\  his  teach- 
ings through  his  holy  pro|>het8,  and  in  sending  his  Son  to  estab- 
lish his  gospel,  was  to  bring  mankind  to  yield  obedience  to  this 
re(}uirement.  The  entire  moral  law  of  Jehovah,  and  all  his  re- 
quirements of  man,  are  summed  up  in  these  two  commandments. 
To  yield  obedience  to  them,  is  to  obey  in  every  thing  God  requires 
of  his  creatures.  That  this  is  the  Great  Law  of  all  the  Laws  of 
Crod — ^that  it  comprehends  all  the  duties  enjoined  on  man — ^is  not 
only  evident  from  the  language  of  Christ,  but  also  from  the  dec- 
larations of  his  Apostles.  '^  If  there  be  any  other  commandment, 
it  is  briefly  comprehended  in  this  saying,  namely.  Thou  shalt 
love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself.'' — (Rom.  xiii.  9.)  St.  James  de- 
nominates it  *^the  Roysd  Law." — (James  ii.  8.)  **  Love  is  the 
fulfilling  of  the  law."— (Rom.  xiii.  10.)  ''All  the  law  is  fulfiUed 
in  this  word,  even  in  this,  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thy- 
eclf."— (Gal.  V.  14.) 

This  is  not  an  arbitrary  law,  originating  simply  in  the  sove- 
reignty and  win  of  God ;  but  one  growing  directly  from  man's  na- 
ture, and  enacted  with  special  reference  to  his  nappiness.  It  b 
for  the  want  of  this  /ove,  that  men  commit  evil,  and  injure  and 
destroy  one  another.  It  is  from  the  absence  of  love,  that  the 
greater  portion  of  human  wretchedness  proceeds.  Let  a  man  ful- 
WL  ^  law  of  lQve«  a&d  ha  it  aeoMOixilj  h^py.    Let  «iL  v^ssl 
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yield  it  their  obedience,  and  universal  happiness  prevails.  God 
loves  all  mankind  and  blesses  all.  From  tnis  fact,  an  obligation 
grows,  binding  all  men  to  love  God,  and  one  another,  in  return. 

2.  This  law  of  Love,  will  in  due  time,  be  universally  fulfilled. 
All  men  will  yield  it  their  obedience.  This  position  may  be  main- 
tained on  the  silnplest  rules  of  moral  philosophy.  *^  Like  begets 
like.'^  God  loves  all  mankind  with  infinite  and  endless  love.  A 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  this  love,  in  our  Maker,  will  in  pro* 
cess  of  time,  as  certainly  awake  a  returning  love  in  the  bosoms 
of  all  men,  as  cause  produces  effect.  The  great  reason  why  so 
many  in  this  life,  fail  to  love  God,  is  their  ignorance  of  God's  love 
for  tnem,  or  the  want  of  a  proper  realization  of  that  love.    I  re* 

gret  I  am  constrained  to  declare  that  much  of  this  ignorance  of 
rod^s  IovCy  and  the  lack  of  its  realization,  is  to  be  attributed  to 
representations  of  Deity,  made  by  limitarian  clergy  from  the  sa- 
cred desk.  It  has  been  held  up  to  the  world  in  such  light,  that 
sinners  have  been  lead  to  imagine  he '  entertains  for  them,  any 
other  emotion  than  love  I  But  when  men  become  emancipated 
from  the  thraldom  of  false  doctrines,  and  the  clear  sunlight  of  his 
love,  falls  gently  and  sweetly  on  the  souls  of  all,  as  it  must  in  due 
time,  in  this  life  and  the  next,  it  will  awaken  returning  love 
throughout  the  entire  ranks  of  humanity. 

That  this  law  of  love  will  be  obeyed  eventually^,  by  all  men, 
is  proved  positively  by  the  declaration  of  our  Savior.  He  came 
expressly  to  bring  about  such  obedience.  ^*  Think  not  that  I  came 
to  destroy  the  law,  or  the  Prophets.  I  am  not  come  to  destroy 
but  to  fulfill.  For  verily  I  say  unto  you,  Till  Heaven  and  Earth 
pass,  one  jot  or  one  tittle,  shall  in  no  wise  pass  f^om  the  lawj  till 
be  fulfilled." — (Matt.  v.  17, 18.)  Here  Jesus  declares  the  law  of 
God  shall  all  be  fulfilled,  in  every  ''jot.  and  tlule.^'  The  fulfill- 
ment of  a  law  is  the  accomplishment  of  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  enacted.  What  is  the  fulfillment  of  tnis  law  of  love*? 
Nothing  else,  and  nothing  less,  than  its  obedience  by  every  crea- 
ture upon  whom  it  is  enjoined — i.  e . — all  men .  The  fulfillment  of  a 
law  is  the  bringing  of  men  to  an  obedience  to  its  demands.  This 
law  demands  love,  of  all  men.  St  Paul  declares  ''  Love  is  the  ful- 
filling of  the  Law."  Hence  so  long  as  one  being  in  the  race  of 
man  refuses  or  neglects  to  love  Grod  and  his  neighbor,  the  Royal 
Law  of  Love,  remains  unfulfilled. 

The  laws  against  theft  and  slander  are  unfulfilled  so  long  as 
men  steal  and  calumniate.  To  punish  men  for  violating  these 
laws,  does  not  fulfil  them.  When  all  men  scrupulously  respect 
the  property  and  character  of  their  fellow  beings,  the  laws  against 
theft  and  slander  will  be  fulfilled,  and  the  object  of  their  enact- 
ment accomplished.  In  like  manner  the  punishment  of  those  who 
neglect  God's  Law  of  Lovc^  although  surely  inflicted,  is  not  its 
fuuiUment,  It  is  but  one  of  the  means  which  lead  to  its  fulfillment, 
wheo  all  human  beings  shall  be  brought  by  th«  eitiighleniiig  in* 
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Alienees  of  the  gospelt  to  love  God  with  all  their  heart,  soul  and 
miad,  and  their  neighbors  as  themselves,  then  the  sublime  and 
glorioas  Law  of  Love  will  be  perfectly  fulfilled ! !  That  time  is 
yet  to  arrive.  The  Savior  solemnly  declares  that  the  Law  which 
thus  enjoins  love,  shall  all  be  fulfilled,  in  every  jot  and  tittle,  in 
every  possible  resnect.  Nothing  shall  frustrate  its  fulfillment. 
*'  Heaven  and  Earth^'  shall  sooner  pass  away,  than  that  law  fail 
of  accomplishment  in  every  indiviaual  being  of  the  whole  race 
of  man ! ! 

3.  It  is  self-evident  that  when  all  men  are  brought  to  cherish 
the  spirit  of  love  to  God  and  their  fellow-beings,  then  all  will  be 
holy  and  happy.  Where  perfect  love  presides,  there  all  is  holi- 
ness and  happiness !  Gracious  promise — precious  pledge ! !  Love 
shall  vet  prevail  throughout  the  Universe !  Every  created  heart 
shall  oeat  with  the  delicious  rapture  of  its  presence.  God  has 
purposed  it — Christ  is  pledged  to  accomplish  it — angels  are  enga- 
ged in  the  work  of  completing  it — ^the  prayers  of  all  good  men 
and  saints,  are  uttered  for  so  desirable  a  consummation!! !  And 
who  would  prevent  it  ?  Who  can  prevent  it  1  What  power  can 
int^ere  to  thwart  it '?  What  agency,  what  being,  snail  stand 
between  God  and  the  hearts  of  his  creatures  ?  who  will  sajr — 
who  dare  say — that  the  Father  of  Spirits,  shall  not  yet  receive 
that  which  is  so  justly  his  due — the  supreme  love  of  every  being 
formed  in  his  image  ? 

My  Fifih  Argument  is  drawn  from — 

THE  PARENTAL  CHARACTER  OP  GOD. 
PsOPOSiTtoif.— 1.  God  ia  the  Father  of  all  men.  2.  His  affection  for  hit  offeprinf , 
U  of  the  same  nature  as  that  of  a  wise  and  food  earthly  father,  bnt  infinitely  strong* 
er  and  more  enduring.  8.  All  that  a  wise  and  good  earthly  parent  would  do  for 
his  children,  had  he  the  power,  our  Hearenly  Father  will  do,  in  the  fulness  of  times, 
for  all  men.  , 

Proof. — 1.  God  is  the  Father  of  all  men.  "Have  we  not  all 
one  Father  V — (Mai.  ii.  10.)  ^  And  hath  made  of  one  blood  all 
nations  of  men,  for  to  dwell  on  all  the  face  of  the  earth.  *  «  * 
For  in  him  we  live,  and 'move,  and  have  our  being:  as  certain 
also  of  your  own  poets  have  said.  For  ^e  ^r®  also  nis  offspring. 
Forasmuch  then  as  we  [Jews,  Gentiles,  Christians,  Pagans]  are 
the  o&pring  of  God,  we  ought  not  to  think  that  the  Godhead  is 
like  unto  gold,  or  silver,  or  stone,  graven  by  art  and  man^s  de- 
vice."—(Acts,  xvii.  26-29.)  "One  Gk)d  and  Father  of  all,  who 
is  above  all,  and  through  all,  and  in  you  all." — (Eph.  iv.  6.) 
"But  to  us  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all 
things." — (1  Cor.  viii.  6.)  "For  this  cause  I  bow  my  knees  unto 
the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  of  whom  the  whole  family 
in  Heaven  and  Earth  is  named." — (Eph.  iii.  14, 15.)  God  is  "  the 
Father  of  Spirits."— (Heb.  xii.  9.)  "Our  Father,  which  art  in 
Heavtt,'' — (Matt.  vi.  9.) 

Fmnatal  lelfttioaahip  ia  not  mrtifteial;  it  doti  not  Qin|^%2^  Vi^ 


no  agency  of  man  can  that  link  be  diseevered !     Ulk 
may  De,  whatever  it  may  become  in  its  moral  chail 
utill  be  a  child^  and  God  its  parent,    Trne,  there  ft 
spiritual  sense,  in  which  ^ome  men  are  children  of  Q 
ers  not.    Those  who  obey  him,  who  walk  in  npnebt 
children  by  imitation — are  approbated  children.    Tnei 
dren,^'  in^his  sense,  is  a  conventional  term,  abonfl 
scriptures,  and  signifying  simply  an  imitator.    Prof; 
^*  Erery  kind  of  relation  or  resemblance,  whether  rt 
nary,  erery  kind  of  connection,  is  characterized  [in  ti 
calling  it  tiie  eon  of  that  thing  to  which  it  stands  thw 
with  which  it  is  connected." — {Letter  to  Dr,  Miller  y 
Thus  -a  peaceable  man  is  called  the  '*  Son  of  Peace' 
sympathizes  with  the  unfortunate,  is  called  the  *^  Son 
tion" — ^those  who  disobey  are  called  the  *'  Children 
dience." — (Eph.  v.  6.)    Those  who  are  wise,  are  callec 
of  wisdom."     A  murderous  person  is  called  the  **  Soi 
derer" — and  individuals  given  to  great  wickedness,  an 
ted  the  "Children  of  Diabolus"— (1  John  iii.  10,)— th 
tors  of  an  evil  and  wicked  spirit.    Those  who  cheria 
in  God,  are  denominated  "  the  Children  of  Abraham,"  i 
— that  is,  imitators  of  Abraham.    It  is  in  accordance  wi 
scripture  phraseology  that  those  who  imitate  God,  arc 
ted  the  *»Children  of  God:" 

But  this  has  no  reference  to,  nor  does  it  affect,  the  g 
mental  truth,  that  God  in  an  infinitely  important  s( 
common  and  eternal  father  of  all  men.  The  fact  that 
and  virtuous  are  denominated  children^  i.  e.  the  imka 
does  not  prove  that  the  ditobedient  are  in  no  intimat< 
children  1  Because  some  of  the  children  of  an  earthly 
tate  him,  it  is  no  evidence  that  those  who  do  not,  are  r 
dren.    The  only  distinction  that  cm  be^ 
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^Tebnke,*'  and  "seotirge"  mankind  t  It  is  for  disobedience  and 
sin.  Still  he  calls  them  his  sons — ^his  children.  Again:  "A 
Toice  was  heard  upon  the  high  places,  weeping  and  supplications 
of  the  children  of  Israel ;  for  they  have  perverted  their  way,  and 
Aey  have  forgotten  the  Lord  their  God.  Return  ye  backsliding 
children,  and  I  will  heal  vour  backslidings." — (Jer.  iii.  21,  22.) . 
Notwithstanding  Israel  had  back*slid,  forgotten  God,  and  plunged 
into  wickedness,  still  he  calls  them  his  aiildren.  These  eviden- 
ces are  amply  sufficient  to  sustain  the  truth  of  St.  Paul,  when  he 
said  to  the  idolatrous  Athenians,  *^  We  are  all  his  offspring,  for 
he  hath  made  of  one  blood  all  nationa  of  men,  to  dwell  on  all 
Ae  face  of  the  earth." — (Acts.  xvii.  26.) 

2.  The  affection  of  the  Heavenly  Father  for  his  oflBspring,  is  of 
the  same  nature  as  that  of  a  wise  and  good  earthly  rather ;  but 
infinitely  stronger  and  more  enduring.  The  simple  fact  that  God 
reveals  himself  as  our  Father,  proves  that  he  wishes  us  ta  under^ 
atand  his  feelings  for  his  children  to  be  similar  to  the  emotions 
a  good  and  wise  earthly  father  cherishes  for  his  offspring.  If  he 
did  not  intend  us  thus  to  judge  of  him,  why  so  repeatedly  pro- 
claim himself  a  Father  ?  How  can  we  judge  of  him  as  a  Father, 
except  by  what  we  know  of  a  good  earthly  father  %  Dr.  Chal- 
mers says — *^  He  who  can  assign  the  properties  of  that  relation 
which  subsists  between  a  dependent  family  and  their  earthly  be- 
nefactor, can  assign  the  properties  of  that  relation  which  subsists 
between  the  vrhole  species,  and  their  heavenly  benefactor." — (Chal' 
mer^  Natural  Theology  p,  38.) 

The  love  of  the  Heavenly  Father  for  his  children,  is  stronger 
than  that  of  an  earthly  father.  *^What  man  is  there  of  you, 
whom  if  his  son  ask  bread,  will  give  him  a  stone  *?  Or  if  he  ask 
a  fish,  will  give  him  a  serpent  *?  If  ye,  then,  being  evil,  know 
how  to  give  good  gifts  unto  your  children,  how  mucn  more  shall 
your  Father  which  is  in  Heaven,  give  good  things  to  them  that 
aak  him."-— (Matt.  vii.  9.]  Here  two  things  are  manifest — First: 
That  our  Heavenly  Father  entertains  the  same  feeling  of  love  to- 
wards his  offspring,  that  an  earthly  father  does.  Second :  But  he 
possesses  it  in  a  far  higher  degree. — ^*  How  much  more  shall  your 
Father  which  is  in  Heaven."  Again — "  Can  a  woman  forget  her 
ffucking  child,  that  she  should  not  have  compassion  on  the  son  of 
her  womb  "^  Yea,  they  may  foreet,  yet  will  I  not  forget  thee." — 
(Isa.  xlix.  15.)  The  affection  of  our  Heavenly  Parent  is  more  in- 
tense, and  far  more  enduring,  than  even  that  of  a  mother  for  her 
babe!! 

3.  Whatever  a  wise  and  good  earthly  parent  would  do  for  his 
children,  had  he  the  power,  we  may  believe  our  Heavenly  Father 
will  do  for  his  offspring,  he  having  all  power.  A  wise  and  good 
earthly  father  would  have  the  punishments  he  infficts  on  his  chil- 
dren, i^nlt  ih  their  reformation.  This  is  his  sole  object  in  inflict- 
ing Itou    Ah  ^%hteiied»  chrieti$ti  parent,  never  ian&u\f|«aiaL 
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tLTxfSjy^  reTengefuI,  retalmtini^  feelings,  in  cbastening  liis  cKildreR. 
He  does  it  in  love^  from  a  deep  interest  in  their  welfare,  and  a 
strong  desire  to  restore  them  to  obedience  and  rectitude.  And  if 
he  had  but  sufficient  power^  he  would  cause  his  chastisements  to 
produce  these  most  desirable  results.  We  have  a  ri^ht  to  reason 
from  the  parental  character  of  the  Deity,  that  he  punishes  his  sin- 
ful children  on  the  same  principle  and  from  the  same  motive — ^i.  e., 
to  reform  and  restore  them  !  His  nature  as  a  holy,  pure,  loving 
Father,  necessarily  leads  to  the  cherishing  of  this  motive.  Can 
a  good  Father  punish  his  children  for  no  purpose  but  to  tor> 
ment  them  ?  Would  an  earthlu  father  punish  nis  children  all 
their  life  time  simply  to  torture  them  1  Cfertainly  not.  His  pun- 
ishments are  intended  solely  for  their  ^ood — ^to  oring  them  to  re- 
pentance, and  cease  when  that  object  is  effected.  &  our  Heav- 
enly Father  punishes  for  the  benefit,  the  reformation,  of  his  off- 
spring. ^^Thou  shalt  also  consider  in  thy  heart,  that  as  a  man 
cnasteneth  his  son,  so  the  Lord  thy  Grod  chasteneth  thee.^^ — (Deut. 
viii.  5.)  *^  Furthermore,  we  have  had  fathers  of  our  flesh,  which 
corrected  us,  and  we  gave  them  reverence.  Shall  we  not  much 
rather  be  in  subjection  unto  the  Father  of  Spirits,  and  live  ?  For 
they,  verily,  for  a  few  days  chastened  us  after  their  own  pleasure ; 
but  he  for  out  profit,  that^we  might  be  partakers  of  his  holiness.^' 
— -(Heb.  xii.  9.)    Such  is  the  purpose  of  God^s  chastisements! 

Has  he  not  ample  power  to  carfv*  a  purpose  so  holy  into  effect  % 
Has  he  not  abundant  resources  i  Can  the  creature  stand  out 
against  this  purpose,  and  thwart  the  design  of  the  Creator  1  Im- 
possible !  God^s  punishments  will  result  m  the  restoration  of  the 
punished  to  righteousness  and  obedience.  '^  Now,  no  chastening 
for  the  present  seemeth  to  be  joyous,  but  grievous;  nevertheless, 
afterward,  it  yieldeth  the  peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness  unto 
them  which  are  exercised  thereby.'^ — (Heb.  xii.  11.)  God^s  chas- 
tisements thus  yieldeth  the  peaceable  {mit  of  righteousness^  and  all 
who  are  punished  will  in  due  time  be  restored  to  holiness  and  hap- 
piness. 

A  wise  and  good  earthly  parent  will  at  any  time,  allow  his  dis- 
obedient children  to  repent,  reform,  and  return  to  obedience  and 
happiness.  He  will  adopt  no  measure  which  he  forsees  will  re- 
sult in^xmg  his  children  in  disobedience.  Much  less  would  he, 
after  a  season,  place  them  where  they  should  have  no  opportunity 
to  reform.  We  are  compelled  to  reason  in  the  same  manner  of 
our  Heavenly  Father.  Why  should  he  set  a  fixed  time,  and  in- 
sist that  if  his  blind  and  erring  children  do  not  repent  in  that  time, 
deny  them  the  privilege  of  ever  repenting  ?  Why  should  their 
Heavenly  Father  place  them  in  a  condition  where  they  would 
become  eternally  fixed  in  wickednes,  and  be  compelled  to  blas- 
pheme his  name  forever  ?  No !  whenever  the  sinner  would  re- 
pent, in  any  life,  in  any  world,  God  allows  it.  Why  should  he 
not  1    Who  would  be  injured  by  it  ?    None,  certainly — but  all 
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TToulJ  be  benefited !  What  says  tbc  Bible  ?  "Let  the  wicked  for- 
sake his  way,  and  the  unrighteous  man  his  thoughts  3  and  let  him 
return  unto  the  Lord,  and  he  will  have  mercy  upon  him,  and  to 
our 'God,  for  he  will  abundantly  pardon." — (Isa.  Iv.  7.)  This  di- 
vine invitation  will  stand  forever,  for  the  acceptance  of  man! 
There  is  no  time  set,  no  limit  fixed,  no  place  designed  when,  or 
where  it  shall  ceas3.  Let  the  wicked  repent  and  return  to  God, 
and  they  shall  be  abundantly  pardoned,  is  the  "  Standing  Rule  ^' 
of  eternity ! ! — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  holmes'  second  REPLY.] 

Will  Mr.  Austin  show  me  a  place  in  the  Bible  where  it  is  said 
that  those  who  die  in  depravity  and  crime,  will  certainly  repent 
and  be  restored  to  holiness  and  happiness  in  another  world  ?  Such 
a  declaration  would  have  much  weight  in  his  argument. 

Ma.  Aus'CJN. — If  my  brother  will  show  roe  a  place  in  the  Bible 
where  it  says  the  wicked  shall  not  repent  in  another  world,  I  will 
give  up  the  argument. 

« 

Mr.  Holmes. — This  is  presenting  a  wrong  issue — requiring  me 
to  prove  a  negative.  Men  are  now  /osf— depraved — sinful :  dying 
in  this  state,  the  presumption  is,  they  will  always  remain  so,  un- 
less this  presumpliom  be  disproved  by  positive  testimony.  Th« 
ne^tive  of  this  question  must  be  regarded  as  true,  until  the  affirm- 
ative is  proved ;  and  yet,  there  is  an  abundance  of  negative  proof, 
as  we  shall  see  before  the  termination  of  this  debate. 

Perhaps  I  cannot  do  better  at  present,  than  to  confine  myself  to 
the  last  argument  of  my  friend  founded,  on  the  assumed  ground  that 
all  men  are  the  children  of  God  in  a  spiritual  sense — in  a  sense 
that  unconditionally  insures  their  endless  felicity.  He  quotes  a 
number  of  passa^^es  to  prove  what  no  one  disputes — viz.  that  God 
chastens  his  children.  But  does  this  prove  that  all  men  are  the  chil- 
dren of  Gol  in  a  spiritual  sense  ?  That  the  chastening  of  the  Lord 
*•  yields  the  peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness**  to  those  (children  of 
GoJ)  who  are  exercised  thereby,  is  very  true ;  but  if  the  gentleman 
hid  quoted  the  whole  of  the  passage  from  Heb.  xii.  he  would  have 
given  the  best  of  proof,  that  some  men  are  not  children  of  God,  and 
hence,  are  designated,  "  bastards  and  not  sons." 

It  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  that  men  only  become  children  of 
God  by  faith  in  Christ,  and  that  those  who  are  not  in  a  state  of  di- 
vine ooedience,  and  umler  the  influence  of  gospel  faith,  are  the 
children  of  the  devil.  Hence  said  our  Lord  to  the  Jews,  *^  j'e  are 
of  your  father  the  devil,  and  the  lusts  of  your  father  ye  will  do.** 
(John  viii.  44.) 

Now,  if  men  are  the  subjects  of  divine  chastening,  whiU  XVlcy 
ara  "children  of  the  devir*— "bastirda  and  not  sons*' — \v\\x\\V)*- 
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he  "enT/emi^n"  ^"tY""''"  """'  happme.sf  of  all  I 
mofhl?J„  T    ?^^^^'^^  a"  analogy  between  the  sym 
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Ivmn,,l.i  ^J-"'  '?' '"'"  "^"y  »"'  Ihe  principle:-] 
civ7an r„-° -'"f ,"'''  '""'<="°"  °f  ""'  PO«''ive  punish, 
of  h^J  """"'■■>' la«':-let  him  ro  baik  and  plead  th 
of  «he  mother  against  the  destroying  angel,  who  «lew 
of  V}ri?lLT'f'  •""  '"'^?ke divine  sympathy  against  th, 
«  n  I^  a"  ej,,„y,a„    ^^^  So.lomites-and  the  host  of 

11,^  ^:,-      !•"  '"T^lf*  '"'">  human  and  divine  sympi 
»  ue~that  GoJ  xv,ll  punish  every  mau  to  the  full  exle 

hinnrTw!  ^''f""'  orsumtnt,  is  wholly  sympathetic 
xZ7,Z  ""Jn  '"°'"'  V^'  °'- J»^'=«  =  '""°ves  upon  th 
efi^^?!  ".r*  ''"'^"'^'  ^"^  "  '"<""«"'.  'he  touch  of 
Jumn,^  ■•  '''""^"  '"""'■e  is  'no'-a'/'/  perverted  :  an 
sympathy  ar.se,  out  of  human  nature,  it  ,s  perverted  i 
mtm :  hence,  when  applied  to  moral  subjects,  it  is  an  u 
,.!  !"f  u"  '"■S"-'"ent  on  human  sympathy,  iVlr.  Aus 
p..  verted  human  standaid,  as  thg  criterion  "of  the  divi 

r-il"r.Il'l'i°"^''  ''"  ?'"  "■*  'he  chilJren  of  GoJ  l.v  crenlif 
'he  doc  Hnl  ^T  "">■  *'"  "°'  '"  '"  »  ""'f'^'  «en^e  :  and 
feit  ?h.  I!    °    '";i''»f-  a"J  Provi.cnce.  that  llu-se  w 
felt  the  6.'ev,»,5-,of  their  natural  relation. 

^  J.   I  Here  is  another  and  higher  sense  in  which  men  » 
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To  the  same  import,  is  (Rom.  viii.  14 :)  "  For  as  many  as  arc  led 
by  the  Spirit  of  God,  tluy  are  ike  Sons  of  God."  If  this  be  true, 
what  shall  we  say  of  those  who  are  not  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God  ? 
Are  they  the  sons  of  God  ?  Tholuck,  in  his  comment  on  Romans, 
teaches  that  our  future  inheritance  depends  on  our  son-ship — and 
that  our  son-ship  is  conditional. 

4.  But  let  us  take  another  view  of  this  boasted  Paternal  argu- 
ment.    In  its  strongest  form  it  reads  thus : 

**  What  a  good  earthly  father  would  do  for  his  children,  he  hav- 
ing the  wisdom  and  power  requisite,  that,  God  will  do  for  the  whole 
family  of  man,  as  they  are  all  his  children ;  and,  being  infinite,  he 
has  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make  them  happy.'* 

To  this  we  reply,  1.  This  argument  takes  a  distorted  view  of 
the  character  of  God.  It  is  as  distinctly  announced  in  the  Bible, 
that  God  is  a  Governor,  and  Judge,  as  that  he  is  a  Father.  He  is 
denominated  the  *'  Judge  of  all  the  earth/'  the  '*  King  of  kings,  and 
Lords  of  lords'' — and  it  is  said  that  justice  and  judgment  are  the 
habitation  of  his  Throne.  And  yet  this  argument  overlooks  the 
Governor  and  Judge,  and  fixes  attention  entirely  on  the  Father,  and 
draws  its  conclusions  from  this  partial  and  distorted  view  of  the 
divine  character. 

As  a  moral  Governor,  God  is  bound  to  administer  the  afiairs  of 
his  kingdom  according  to  the  laws  of  his  universe: — he  cannot 
]os3  the  Governor  in  the  sympathies  of  the  Father.  Were  he  a 
Father,  oniy,  he  mip;ht  disregard  law  and  justice  as  the  criterions 
of  action,  and  yield  himself  to  the  control  of  sympathy.  As  a 
Judge,  God  must  give  his  decisions  according  to  the  principles  of 
law  and  justice.  He  cannot  merge  the  character  of  Judge  in  that  of 
Father,  without  manifest  injustice,  and  a  subversion  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  his  government.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  any  conclusions 
relative  to  the  future  destinies  of  men,  drawn  from  the  divine  pa- 
ternity alone,  are  clearly  fallacious. 

2.  By  a  process  of  reasoning,  similar  to  that  embraced  in  the  pa- 
ternal argument,  we  may  arrive  at  a  directly  contrary  conclusion. 
Take  one  of  the  attributes  of  God — his  holiness — and  let  us  see 
what  sort  of  conclusion  may  be  deduced  from  it.  God  is  infinitely 
holy  :  and  as  his  holiness  is  the  foundation  and  source  of  his  jus- 
tice, hence,  he  is  infinitely  just.  But  as  sin  is  the  direct  ppposite 
of  holiness,  his  holiness  and  justice  would  lead  him  to  enact  the 
strongest  possible  penalty  against  it;  but  the  greatest  possible  pun- 
ishment would  be  the  unconditional,  endless  ])erdition  of  all  trans- 
gressors. And,  as  his  wisdom  and  power  must  always  move  in 
harmony  with  holiness  and  justice,  they  stand  pledged  to  devise  the 
plan,  and  execute  this  punishment  upon  all  the  ungodly.  Now, 
as  all  have  sinned,  this  argument  would  prove  that  all  must  be 
damned  without  remedy.  And  this  argument,  founded  on  the  holi- 
ness of  Croi,  in  proof  of  the  unconditional,  final  perdition  of  all 
men,  b  precisely  as  sound  and  strong  as  Mr.  Austin's  ar^wm^XiX  loi 
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the  unconditional  sal^ration  of  all  men,  founded  on  the  paternal  re- 
lation  alone.  Nay,  it  is  sounder  and  stronger,  by  so  much  as  holi- 
ness, which  is  an  essential  attribute  of  God,  is  superior  to  a  mere 
relation  which  may  or  may  not  exist,  without  affecting  the  charac- 
ter or  government  of  God  m  their  essential  elements. 

It  is,  therefore,  as  clear  as  demonstration  can  make  it,  that  a  pro- 
cess of  reasoning,  which  may  be  made  to  support  conclusions  so  di- 
rectly opposite,  IS  perfectly  sophistical,  and  utterly  false. 

3.  This  Paternal  argument,  on  the  soundness  of  which  bo  much 
of  Mr.  Austin's  success  depends,  contradicts  Uniyersalism  in  one  of 
its  main  features ;  hence  can  only  be  true,  on  supposition  that  one 
of  the  fundamental  principles  of  that  system  is  false. 

Uniyersalism  teaches,  that  God  always,  and  necessarily,  punishes 
all  sin,  and  every  sinner,  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts.     But  this 
proposition  is  contradicted  by  the  argument  from  the  paternity  of 
God.     Would  a  good  father  punish  his  children,  for  all  their  de- 
linquencies and  obliquities,  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  if  he 
had  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  reform  them,  and  make  them 
happy  without  such  punishment .'    No  one  will  pretend  this : — and 
hence,  if  there  be  any  force  in  the  argument  under  review,  God  is 
bound  to  dispense  with  all  positive  punishments,  and  renounce  his 
character  as  moral  Governor,  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  wis- 
dom and  power,  and  can  control,  irresistibly ^  the  hearts,  the  con- 
duct, and  destinies  of  his  creatures.     If  it  be  true  that  all  men  muni 
be  punished,  and  every  man  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts — then 
it  cannot  be  true  that  God,  as  a  good  Father,  will  save  men  from 
sin  and  misery,  directly  and  positively,  simply  because  he  has  wis- 
dom and  power  sufficient  to  do  it.     But  if  it  be  true  that  God,  as  a 
good  Father,  must  and  will  deliver  men  from  sin  and  misery,  just 
as  the  good  earthly  father  would  do,  if  he  had  the  power  and  wis- 
dom requisite,  then,  on  the  contrary,  it  cannot  be  true  that  he 
will  punish  all  sin,  and  every  sinner  to  the  full  extent  of  his  de- 
serts.    Both  these  propositions  cannot  be  true  — one  or  both  must 
be  false:  and  in  either  case,  Universalism  is  false.     To  sustain  the 
first  of  these  propositions.,  Mr.  Austin  has  spent  two  days — and 
now  he  takes  special  pains  to  set  forth  and  defend  the  other.     But 
they  are  directly  contradictory.     Efiforts  to  harmonize  them  are  not 
merely  fruitless— they  are  childish.     Which  of  these  propositions 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  the  force  of  common  senf?e  ? 

4.  Besides  being  unsound  in  itself,  and  contradictory  to  Univer- 
salism— this  argument  is  both  unsupporetd  by  factt*,  and  directly 
opposed  to  facts  of  the  most  palpable  character;  and  since  Bacon 
introduced  the  inductive  philosophy,  arguments  and  theories  can 
make  little  or  no  impression,  unless  they  harmonize  with  facts. 
Even  divine  revelation  would  not  be  satisfactorily  established,  un-. 
lej«8  it  preserved  an  agreement  with  facts  developed  under  the  moral 
government  of  God. 

,    "  What  n  good  earthly  father  would  do  to  make  his  children 
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bappy,  he  baring  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  carry  out  his 
wishes — ^that,  God  will  do  for  the  whole  human  family,  as  they  are 
all  his  children,  and  he  is  infinite  in  wisdom  and  power."  This  is 
the  argument.  But  we  ask,  would  a  good  earthJy  father  bring  his 
children  into  existence,  or  even  allow  them  to  come  into  being,  un- 
der a  condition  of  sin  and  misery,  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  to 
prevent  it,  or  have  it  otherwise  ?  Would  he  bring  them,  or  allow 
them  to  come  into  conscious  being,  in  a  state  of  physical  decrepi- 
tude, mental  inbecility,  or  moral  viciousness  and  degradation,  if 
he  had  wisdom  and  power  to  control  their  condition  and  character, 
and  make  th^n  directly  and  positively  happy  ?  And  suppose  the 
children  of  a  good  father  to  have  become  the  subjects  of  these  ca- 
lamities by  accident,  by  their  own  fault,  or  in  some  other  way 
for  which  the  father  was  not  responsible,  (which,  however,  on  the 
principles  of  Universalism,  is  not  a  supposable  case,)  would  a  good 
father  allow  them  to  remain  in  that  condition  during  a  series  of 
years— during  a  whole  life  time,  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  to 
deliver  them  from  their  disabilities,  and  consequent  unhappiness  ? 
Who  does  not  see  that  the  good  earthly  father,  would  in  this  case 
directly  and  immediately  free  them  from  their  calamities  and  mise- 
ries, had  he  adequate  wisdom  and  power  ? 

But  let  us  pursue  this  train  of  thought  still  farther.  Would  a 
fBOod  father  destroy  his  children,  or  allow  them  to  be  destroyed,  by 
famine  and  pestilence  ?  Would  be  allow  them  to  corrupt  ihe  morals, 
and  destroy  the  lives  of  each  other  ?  Would  he  suffer  them  to  be  the 
subjects  of  hatred  and  revenge,  to  be  moved  by  the  worst  of  pas- 
sions to  commit  depredations  upon  the  property,  reputation  and  lives 
of  one  another,  and  fill  his  house  and  family  circle  with  cruelty  and 
bloodshed,  if  his  wisdom  and  power  would  enable  him  to  prevent 
it  i  Moreover,  would  he  enact  laws  for  the  government  of  his 
children,  connected  with  severe  penalties —  say,  the  penalty  of  death 
or  confiscation  of  property,  or  loss  of  health  or  reputation,  or  both, 
and  then  allow  his  children  to  traduce  his  character,  blaspheme 
bis  name,  utterly  despise  his  authority,  spurn  his  laws,  and  tread 
bis  commandments  in  the  dust,  if  he  had  power  and  wisdom  suf- 
cient  to  prevent  it  ?  What  does  Mr.  Austin  say  to  this  ?  He  must 
say  yes  or  no,  and  either  answer  will  be  fatal  to  his  argument. 
If  he  says  yes,  he  contradicts  the  argument  under  review,  which 
asserts  that  what  a  good  father  can  do  by  wisdom  and  power, 
that  he  will  do  to  make  his  children  happy.  If  he  says  no,  then 
the  argument  refutes  itself,  and  is  proved  to  have  no  proper  appli- 
cation to  the  character  of  God,  as  Father  of  the  human  race,  since 
all  the  facts  enumerated  above,  and  many  more,  actually  exist  as 
facts  under  the  Paternal  Government  of  God.  How  will  the 
gentleman  reconcile  these  facts  with  the  conclusion  of  his  argu- 
ment, founded  on  the  divine  paternity  ?  He  must  take  the  ground 
that  Cvod,  as  Father  of  the  human  family,  cmdd  have  brought  his 
children  into  existence  in  a  state  of  unmixed  happiness,  an^  camW 
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• 

have  preserved  them  so  to  the  present  time,  bat  itouid  not;  or  that 
he  vmiid  have  done  so,  but  could  not.  If  he  could,  but  would  not, 
it  follows  the  paternal  argument  has  no  force,  and  Grod*s  character 
as  Father  of  the  human  family,  affords  no  security  that  all  men 
will  be  saved :  for  God*s  goodness  as  a  Father,  is  as  ereat  now  as 
it  ever  will  be,  and  exerts  as  much  moral  influence  and  power  now 
as  it  ever  will ;  hence,  if  our  security  for  final  salvation  arises  out 
of  the  paternal  character  and  relation  of  God  alone — we  argue,  that 
which  does  not  ^rodnce  present  salvation,  can  atford  no  sufficient 
security  for  salvation  in  the  future. 

But  if  God  would  have  brought  the  human  family  (his  children) 
into  existence  in  a  state  of  holiness  and  happiness,  and  would  have 
kept  tbem  so,  but  could  not,  then,  not  only  is  the  paternal  argu- 
ment false,  but  there  is  no  hope  for  the  salvation  of  any  human 
being  ;  for,  as  God  is  unchangeable  in  bis  wisdom  and  power,  as 
well  as  goodness — as  he  never  will  possess  more  wisdom  and  power 
than  he  now  does,  it  follows,  if  he  was  unable  to  create  his  chil- 
dren happy  at  first,  or  if  he  is  unable  to  make  them  happy  now,  he 
will  never  be  able  to  effect  their  happiness.  On  the  principles  of 
Unlversalism,  one  of  these  conclusions  must  be  taken.  My  friend 
may  take  his  choice ;  either  will  be  alike  fatal  to  the  argument 
under  consideration — to  Universalism  and  to  the  hopes  of  the  world. 

5.  Nor  can  this  conclusion  be  avoided  by  maintaining  that  a 
temporary  state  of  sin  and  misery  is  to  be  overruled  for  the  eter- 
nal good  of  the  children  of  God,  which,  I  suppose,  will  be  the  der- 
nier resort  of  Mr.  Austin. 

Let  us  see  how  this  notion  will  harmonize  with  the  argument 
against  which  we  arc  contending,  ••what  a  go6d  earthly  father 
would  do  for  the  happiness  of  his  children,  he  having  the  requi- 
site wisdom  and  power — ^that  God  will  do,  &c."  Now  if  a  good 
father  were  about  to  bring  children  into  being,  it  is  self-evident 
that  he  would  design  to  make  them  completely  happy,  to  begin 
with  ;  and  were  his  power  and  wisdom  equal  to  his  goodness,  he 
would  carry  out  his  oenevolent  design  in  the  most  direct  and  im- 
mediate way.  But  in  doing  this,  would  he  imitate  the  moral  ad- 
ministration of  God  in  his  moral  universe  ?  Would  a  good  father 
subject  his  children,  unavoidably,  to  sin  and  misery,  in  order  to  make 
them  holy  and  happy,  as  Universalism  teaches  God  has  done,  and 
is  doing,  in  regard  to  the  human  race  ?  Universalism  teaches  that 
all  things  come  to  pass  according  to  the  will  and  design  of  GoJ ; 
and  yet,  we  are  told  he  does,  and  will  do,  just  as  a  good  earthly  fa- 
ther would  do,  with  his  wisdom  and  power.  How  absurd  !  Would 
a  good  father  create  or  allow  sin,  as  a  means  of  making  his  children 
holy  ? — create  or  promote  vice,  to  make  them  virtuous  ? — create  or 
promote  misery,  to  make  his  children  happy  ? — sickness  and  disease , 
to  make  them  healthy  ?  Would  he  bring  them  under  the  power 
of  death,  to  save  their  lives  ?  Sin,  vice,  misery,  disease,  sickness, 
{Jeath,  and  many  other  facts  of  a  simihir  character,  exist  in  this  life. 
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in  connection  with  the  haman  family,,  under  that  divine  govern- 
ment which  my  friend  denominates  paferna/.  Universalism  sxivh, 
and  Mr.  Austin  says,  they  are  the  divinely  adopted  instruments' of 
human  happiness — all  this  is  the  effect  of  divine  benevolence.  But 
ag^ia  I  ask,  would  a  good  earthly  father  show  his  benevolence  in 
this  way — use  such  means  to  promote  the  happiness  of  his  children  ? 

What  father  in  this  house,  good  or  bad,  would,  directly  or  in- 
directly, break  the  legs  and  arms  of  his  children,  that  he  might  Lav  e 
the  opportunity  of  showing  his  paternal  affection,  in  binding  up  the 
shattered  limbs,  and  healing  the  broken  bones  ?  Is  there  a  father 
here,  who  would  poison  the  food  of  his  children,  and  thus  difTuse 
disease  through  their  system,  that  he  might  have  the  opportunity 
of  acting  the  ])art  of  a  physician,  in  restoring  them  to  heallh  and 
soundness?  This  is  the  ground  Mr.  Austin  takes  in  re^^ard  lo 
divine  punishments — that  it  is  a  medicine  designed  to  cure  ihe  sin- 
ner's disease.  -  God  havin;j  caused  the  sickness,  applies  the  me- 
dicine to  remove  it.  And  this  is  doing  just  as  a  good  earthly  faiht  r 
would  do  ! ! !  But  who  would  inflict  positive  pain  upon  his  chil- 
dren, that  they  might  feel  happy  when  the  pain  was  removed  ? 
What  father  would  set  the  robbers  upon  his  children,  wound  an. I 
leave  them  half  dead,  in  order  lo  show  himself  the  good  Samarilii •, 
in  pouring  in  the  healing  oil,  and  incurring  expense, and  manifest- 
ing' solicitude  for  their  recovery  f  And  yet,  if  there  be  any  truth 
in  Universalism,  any  force  in  this  renowned  argument,  God  dot-s 
all  this  and  much  more,  with  no  other  object  than  to  effect  the  pre- 
sent and  eternal  happiness  of  his  children.  He  drowned  llic  an- 
tediluvian world,  rained  fire  and  brimstone  from  heaven  nj)on  il;e 
cities  of  the  plain,  overthrew  the  host  of  Pharaoh,  swallowed  up 
the  company  of  Korah,  killed  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  buried  men, 
women  and  children  by  thousands  beneath  the  burning  lava,  or  en- 
gulfs them  in  the  quaking  earth :  and  all  this  is  the  fruit  of  his  be- 
nevolence, as  a  kind  and  loving  Father,  and  are  the  means  he  em- 
ploys to  brin^  his  children  to  glory  ! ! ! !  But  I  ask,  finally,  would 
a  good  earthly  father  adopt  such  measures  to  bless  his  children  ? 
To  ask  the  question  is  to  answer  it.  I  have  now,  I  trust,  made  it 
sufficientl}'  evident  that  this  Paternal  argument,  which  figures  .^o 
largely  in  the  writings,  sermons,  and  discussions  of  Universaiisis, 
and  which  Mr.  Austin  has  presented  here  with  so  much  pompou,-* 
assurance,  is  founded  on  perverted  human  sympathy — distorts  I  he 
character  of  God — is  illogical  aniunsound — contradicts  the  scrip- 
tures— contradicts  Universalism — and  contradicts  facts  :  it  is  there- 
fore as  false  as  it  is  fallacious.  I  should  not  have  given  it  the  at- 
tention I  have,  but  for  the  fact  that  Universal ists  use  it  and  hcuut 
of  it,  as  though  they  regarded  it  the  ne  plus  ultra  of  logical  perfec- 
tion. 

I  will  conclude  my  remarks  on  this  point,  by  employing  another 
argument  much  used  in  the  defence  of  Universalism,  turned  (as 
most  of  its  arguments  may  be)  against  itself. 
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God  can  save  men,  and  make  them  eternally  boly  and  happy, 
without  their  passing  through  this  state  of  sin  and  misery,  moral 
and  physical  evil,  or  he  cannot.  If  he  can,  then  he  is  wanting  in 
goodness  because  be  does  not  do  so.  But  if  he  cannot  secure  their 
fmal  holiness  and  happiness  without  all  this  sin,  depravity,  misery 
and  death,  then  it  follows  be  is  deficient  in  wisdom  and  power. 
On  his  own  principles,  Mr.  Austin  must  take  one  of  these  conclu> 
sions,  and  either  will  overturn  this  boasted  argument  and  anni- 
hilate ihe  dependence  of  Universalism.  The  truth  is,  this  Paternal 
argument,  taken  all  in  all,  (considering  the  great  stress  Universalists 
lay  uponit,)  is  the  silliest  thing  they  have  ever  invented  for  tho 
support  of  their  cause — and  the  wonder  is»  that  a  man  of  Mr.  Aus- 
tin's discenment  should  risk  his  reputation  in  presenting  it,  or  that 
any  intelii^it  individual  or  congregation  should  ever  be  duped  by  it. 

Having  now  removed  three  of  the  gentleman's  aflirmative  proofs, 
I  will  employ  the  remainder  of  this  balf  hour,  in  presenting  my 
first  negative  argument  against  the  proposition  he  sustains,  and 
reserve  the  other  points  in  my  friend^s  last  speech,  to  be  noticed 
when  I  speak  again. 

Mr.  Austin  affirms  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence  for  believing 
that  all  men  wilT  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  My  first  negative  at' 
gument  is — that  the  system,  of  which  this  proposition  is  the  soul 
and  centre,  isfalset  because  it  denies  the  existence  of  sin,  za  a  mor- 
al evil — making  it  the  unavoidable  result  of  the  fhysicol  cmMtu- 
tion  of  man. 

To  effect  the  salvation  of  all  men,  Universalism  is  obliged  to  de- 
preciate the  character  of  God*s  law,  and  so  effect  a  corresponding 
charge  in  the  character  of  sin,  by  diminishing,  if  not  entirely  des- 
troying, its  moral  turpitude.  Were  the  law  allowed  (by  the  advo- 
cates of  this  theory)  to  be  the  embodiment  of  the  moral  perfection 
of  God,  the  transcript  of  the  divine  mind,  the  standard  of  moral 
perfection  and  moral  rectitude  to  an  intelligent  universe:  and  were 
sin  considered  the  voluntary  transgression  of  this  law  by  an  intel- 
ligent moral  agent,  who  has  knowledge  of  the  law  and  its  glorious 
Author,  and  ability  to  obey  it,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  sinner 
would  be  placed  in  such  an  attitude  to  Grod,  and  sucb  would  be  the 
deep  moral  turpitude  of  his  offence,  that  the  common  appliances  of 
Universalism  would  scarcely  suffice  to  restore  him  to  final  holiness 
and  happiness.  This  view  of  the  law  and  the  moral  turpitude  of 
sin,  was  entertained  by  the  first  Universalists.  Hence  Winchester^ 
who  displayed  great  anxiety  to  convince  himself  and  the  world,  that 
all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  nevertheless,  frankly  con- 
fessed that  when  he  considered  the  perfection  and  purity  of  the  law> 
the  depravity  of  the  heart»  and  the  turpitude  of  sin,  he  sometimes  al* 
most  despaired  of  his  own  salvation.  The  successors  of  Murray  and 
Winchester  saw  that  they  must  obviate  this  difficulty  in  some  way — 
that  the  safety  of  their  system  required  them  to  make  the  salvation  of 
the  sinner  as  easy  as  possible.     They  therefore  set  themselves  sy ste- 


ON  UlllVEBflAL  SALVATION.  153 

nslicall  J  at  work,  to  reduce  the  perfection  of  the  law,  and  the  standard 
of  dirine  requirement,  antiJ,  robbed  of  its  adaptation  to  the  character 
of  God  as  a  moral  Governor,  it  becomes,  at  best,  merely  the  rule 
of  intellectual  and  physical  action.  And  sin,  also,  is  disconnected 
with  moral  turpitude,  by  being  resolved  into  the  unavoidable  re- 
salts  of  physicai  organization. 

In  the  *'  UniverssQist  Book  of  Reference,"  (by  Guild  and  Hyatt) 
published  by  Grosh  and  Walker,  Utica,  1844,  we  find  the  follow- 
ing language — '*  If  the  objector  supposes  that  God,  in  the  admin- 
istration of  his  moral  ^vernment,  is  under  the  necessity  of  inter- 
fering and  directly  punishing  his  creatures,  this  is  a  very  great  mis- 
take.   No,  God  IS  under  no  necessity  of  guarding  the  interests  of 
his  law  by  penal  enactments,  and  penal  sanctions.    It  is  a  law,  as 
we  have  seen,  founded  in  the  nature  and  fitness  of  things — a  law 
written  in  the  very  constitution  of  man :  God's  law,  therefore,  does, 
l)y  its  oten  operalUm^  secure  the  reward  of  virtue  and  the  punish' 
ment  of  vice.*' — Page  110.     This  sentiment  is  repeated  in  various 
forms,  in  nearly  all  the  books  I  have  read,  in  defence  of  Universal- 
ism.    And  here  we  have  it  sufficiently  plain,  though  designedly 
obscured  somewhat  by  verbiage,  1.  That  the  law  to  which  the  sin- 
ner is  amenable  is  not  that  which  was  written  by  the  fii^^er  of  God 
on  tables  of  slone,  and  transferred  to  the  pages  of  the  Bible — ^but 
it  is  "  written  in  the  constitution  of  man :  *'   2.  That  this  law  is  not 
guarded  by  "  penal  enactments  or  sanctions*'  of  a  positive  charac- 
ter :  connected  with  it  is  no  other  penalty,  than  the  natural  con- 
sequence of  violation :  3.  That  this  law  is  its  Oicn  executor — by  its 
own  operation  it  secures  reward  of  virtue  and  punishment  of  vice" 
— there  is  no  lawgiver  who  stands  pledged  by  his  attributes,  to 
guard  the  purity  and  dignity  of  his  law.    All  this  may  be  summed 
ttp  in  two  particulars.     1 .  The  law  of  God  is  identical  with  the  law 
of  the  human  constitution — the  law  that  governs  the  physical  pow- 
ers and  mental  faculties.    2.   The  penalty  of  this  law  is  the  disa- 
l^reeable  sensation,  or  consequences  produced  in  our  physical  or 
intellectual  nature,  when  we  contravene  the  law,  or  interfere  with 
the  harmonv  of  our  constitution  ! !    In  the  light  of  this  theory, 
jrou  can  understand  what  Mr.  Austin  means  by  the  punishment  of 
sin  to  the  *^full  extent  of  the  sinner's  deserts."    He  means,  that 
when  a  man  eats  too  much,  he  deranges  the  digestive  organs,  and 
mutt  pay  the  penalty,  that  is,  he  will  feel  very  disagreeably.    Or,  if 
he  gets  drank,  it  will  cost  him  some  physical  qualms,  before  he  en- 
tirdy  recovers.    Or  if  he  over  acts,  by  too  strong  a  mental  effort,  the 
consequence  will  be,  mental  derangement,  and,  perhaps,  mental  de- 
bility, and  this  is  the  penalty.     Sucn  is  the  low  and  ^ovelling  view 
Universalism  takes  of  the  DivtiiE  Law.    And  what  is  this  but  sheer 
infidelity  ? 

After  making  the  law  of  Crod  identical  with  the  human  consti- 
tution, the  next  step  in  this  backward  process,  is  to  dispose  of  the 
moral  turpitude  of  sin — and  this  is  done  by  making  it  arise  entirely 
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oat  of  tlie  pbysiocd  constita^ii  or  animal  nature.  "  We  skall  tak« 
the  ^nnd.  Bays  Mr.  Rogers,  (pro  and  con.  of  Unirersaliam)  that 
all  sin  arises  from  the  physical  nature."  Mr.  Balkm  says,  natural 
eyil  is  the  nec€9$ary  remit  of  physical  organization,  and  moral  evil 
flows  from  natural  eYii,  Page  31 » on  Atonement.  Mr.  Austin,  in 
the  Universalist  Expositor,  says,  "  sin  proceeds  from  the  animal  or 
hoddy  portian  of  our  nature,  which  exists  in  this  Ufe."  In  perfect 
eonsistenc]^  with  this  notion,  a  Uniyersalist  preacher  hy  the  name 
of  Mack,  in  Pa.,  in  administering  consolation  to  a  poor  woman 
whose  husband  had  fractured  his  skull  in  a  fit  of  intoxication,  aa- 
snred  her  that  her  husband  was  hMpy,  since  the  body  only,  not 
Uie  soul,  was  inroWed  in  the  sin  of  drunkenness.  So  also  Mr. 
Ballon  is  consistent  with  himself,  as' well  as  with  Unirersalimn, 
when  he  says,  (Lectures  p.  25,)  '*  God  had  no  more  occasion  to  be 
displeased  with  Adam  after  the  transgression,  than  before  he  made 
him."  From  the  foregoing,  Univenttlism  is  involved  in  the  fol« 
lowing  abeuvdities,  and  let  the  gentleman  extricate  his  cause  if  he 


1.  By  making  the  law  of  Grod  identical  with  the  human  consti- 
tution. Unirersalism  constitutes  man,  not  Ood,  the  authoritati?e 
standard  of  perfection  in  the  universe. 

2.  By  muingfthe  law,  to  which  man  is  amenable,  arise  out  of 
own  constitution  f  it  makes  the  sinner  responsible  to  himself, 

not  toGrod. 

3.  By  making  sin  arise  on/y  ffom  the  "  animal  or  bodily  portion 
of  our  nature,  virhich  exists  m  this  life,**  it  denies  the  existence  of 
sin  as  a  moral  evil,  or,  which  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  conneetn 
amoral  efiect  with  a  mere  physical  cause. 

*  4.  By  making  sin  arise  only  from  the  body,  and  yet  maintaining 
the  necessity  ot  moral  punishment,  Universalists  teach  that  God  in- 
flicts moral  punishment  for  fhysioal  obliquities — chaMites  the  myd 
ion  the  unavoidaifle  sins  of  we  corporeal  nature, 

5.  As  the  unavoidable  results  of  physical  nature  will  remain  an 
long  as  we  possess  that  nature,  and  as  these  effects  are  what  wo 
are  to  understand  by  sin,  and  as  Christ  came  into  this  world  to 
save  us  from  our  sins,  hence  he  will  never  effect  his  object,  and  is 
in  no  sense  the  Savior  of  men ;  and  the  words  Savior,  salvation, 
sin,  and  Qosfei,  are,  after  all,  unmeaning  and  senseless  terms. 

Thus,  Uuveraalism  first  destroys  the  perfection  of  God's  law, 
denies  the  moral  turpitude  of  sin,'and  strips  the  sinner  ol  his  moral 
ehaiaeter,  and  then,  with^characteristic  inconsistency  and  absurdity, 
dutraye  iUelf, — [  Tim^  ^cpvr4d. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  THIRD  8PEECB.1 

Chwtkm»n  Moderators  :^My  brother  on  the  negative  of  ^is 
qnestioa,  eired  in  his  last  speech,  in  his  representation  of  my  views 
re^eirting  the^  sense  in  which  men  are  the  ehildren  of  God.    He 
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nid  T  took  the  position  that  ill  men  were  the  spirinud  chil- 
dren of  the  Creator.  That  was  not  my  ground.  I  expressly  ac- 
knowleged  that  there  is  a  sense  in  which  all  men  are  not  now  the 
children  of  God — that  is,  they  are  not  now  children  by  imitation. 
But  at  the  same  time,  all  men  are  the  children  of  God,  in  the  near- 
est and  most  intimate  possible  manner — they  are  connected  with 
God,  as  a  F&ther,  by  the  same  tie  that  connects  earthly  children 
with  earthly  fathers.  I  showed  also  that  the  love  of  God  for  all 
men,  as  his  children,  infinitely  exceeded  the  lore  of  earthly  parents. 
That  God  is  such  a  Father,  and  that  he  cherishes  such  a  lore,  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  Bible ;  and  my  friend  has  made  no  attempt  to 
disprore  these  g^reat  and  fundamental  truths.  And  he  will  not. 
Hence  I  have  the  rizht  to  draw  all  reasonable  and  legitimate  con- 
clusions from  the  all  important  fact  of  Crod's  paternity,  and  man's 
birthright  connection  with  the  infinite  Jehoran.  He  says  Chiist 
speaks  of  the  children  of  the  devil.  So  he  does.  I  have  already 
explained  the  meaning  of  such  phraseology.  In  the  seuse  of  tmt- 
tators  of  diabolous,  [an  adversary ^  a  danderer^l  Jesus  told  the  Jews 
they  were  of  their  ^  father,  the  devil/'  Elder  Holmes  dare  not 
ha^uti  his  renutation  as  a  theologian,  by  asserting  that  the  Jews, 
or  any  of  the  liuman  race  are  the  children  of  the  devil,  in  the  sqme 
seme  that  all  men  are  the  children  of  God.  It  is  evident  therefore, 
that  his  reference  to  Christ's  language  to  the  Jews,  has  not  the 
least  bearing  on  the  subject  before  us,  and  was  introduced  simply 
to  bewilder  the  minds  of  the  less  discriminating  portion  of  the  au- 
dience, and  turn,  if  possible,  the  point  of  my  argument  drawn  from 
the  paternity  of  God.  But  his  effort  is  vain.  The  simple  fact  that 
in  that  subhme  nrayer  which  Jesus  has  left  on  record  for  the  imi- 
tation of  every  human  being,  he  directs  them  to  say — **  OUR  Fa- 
ther which  art  in  Heaven  " — fully  sustains  my  argnment.  If  God 
tt  not  **  our  Father,"  already,  before  we  put  up  our  prayers,  what 
right  have  we  to  cadi  him  <*  Father?**  And  why  should  the  Re- 
deemer direct  us  to  address  him  as  such  ?  If  our  simply  coming  to 
God  in  prayer,  makes  him  our  Father,  who  was  hot  before  our  Fa- 
Aer,  then  the  parentage  of  a  being  depends  not  on  his  own  will 
and  doings,  but  upon  the  will  and  doings  of  the  creature  begotten 
— ^it  remains  for  that  creature  to  decide  whether  it  is  a  child  or  an 
alien//  No  fact  can  be  more  clearly  established  from  the  scrip- 
tures, than  that  the  Creator  is  by  his  own  will,  (and  not  by  the  ac- 
tions of  his  creatures,)  in  the  highest  and  most  important  sense,  the 
Father  of  the  entire  race  of  humanity.  And  from  this  truth,  a* 
demonstrated  in  my  last  speech,  there  follow  conclusions  which 
establish  beyond  the  reach  of  all  cavillers,  the  affirmative  of  this 
question. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  in  contemplating  God  as  a  Father,  we 
take  a  distorted  view  of  his  nature— that  he  is  a  Ruler,  a  Judge^ 
as  much  as  a  Father.  I  acknowledge  the  Creator  is  a  Judge— that 
he  is  the  sovefetga  Ruler  of  the  Universe !    Bat  this  dott  iM^ti* 


hiftch<Hce,  but  from  the  imperfeetioai 
admimstera,  and  bia  lack  of  power  to  pursue  anoA 
course.    But  it  would  be  the  heighth  of  abeurdhyvi 
the  Ruler  and  the  Father  of  all,  can  be  placed  in  bii( 
or  driren  to  so  sad  an  extremity  f    Nothing  can  be  al 
than  to  attribute  any  proceedings  to  him  as  a  King^  U 
reconciled  to  his  clniracter  as  a  Father,    it  is  reason 
tion  of  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  a  perfect  Deit] 
ha  is  compdUd  to  do,  as  a  Rtiler,  what  he  would  not  a 
that  he  is  obliged  to  disregard  his  affection  as  a  ParerUt 
his  duty  as  a  Jud^  !    The  impropriety  of  all  this  is 
fact  that  JehoTah  is  the  framer  of  his  own  gorernment- 
played  infinite  wisdom  in  all  its  laws  and  enactments. 
)ust  and  good.    Hence  the  object  of  that  gOTernmenI 
procure  the  injury,  but  the  welfare  of  all  its  subjects, 
ting  his  laws,  therefore,  he  is  driven  to  no  necessity  o 
his  feeling[s  as  a  Father,  to  be  faithful  as  a  Kin^.     In  fii 
isteringhis  laws — in  inflicting  all  their  penalties  upon 
dient — so  far  from  putting  aside  his  parental  afiectic 
gratifying  it,  in  the  highest  de^ee ;  because  all  his  i 
jienalty  as  a  Judge,  tend  to  bnng  the  sinful  back  to 
righteousness.    And  surely  a  Fatner*s  love  will  not  ol 
a  process  for  such  an  object!  !    Hence  viewed  aright 
conflict  between  the  character  and  the  office  of  God,  a 
of  all,  and  as  the  Father  of  all.     It  is  by  overlooking  ti 
important  fact,  that  the  punishments  of  the  Most  High, 
for  the  reformation  and  restoration  of  the  guilty,  that  n 
and  those  who  sympathize  with  him,  are  compelled  to 
der  and  place  in  antagonistic  attitudes,  his  chaiacUiiiyA 
as  a  Parent!  '"' 
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kim  forever — is  a  very  ^ My**  affair  to  Elder  Holmee ! !  Not  bo, 
howerer,  does  this  subject  appear,  to  others  among  men,  who  have 
Christ's  spirit  within  them !  Not  so  to  those  scriptare  writers,  who 
delighted  to  describe  the  ingathering  of  all  souls  into  the  kingdom 
of  the  Redeemer,  and  to  dwell  upon  that  blessed  era,  when  **  eve- 
ry knee  shall  bow,  and  every  tongue  confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."— (Phil.  ii.  10-11.)  But  if 
my  argument  is  "  silly,"  wiU  the  ^Ider  favor  us  with  something  on 
the  opposite  side,  that  shall  be  reasonable  and  logical !  That  one 
part  of  the  same  race  of  intelligent  beings,  are  the  children  of  God^ 
and  another  part  the  children  of  the  devil,  I  suppose  is  not  **  silly!" 
That  men  can  at  one  time  make  the  devil  their  father,  and  then  at 
another  time  make  God  their  Father — and  thus  travel  around  from 
being  to  being,  making  whomsoever  they  will,  to  become  their  pa- 
rent, and  then  unmaktng  them  at  pleasure — is  not  **  silly,"  in  my 
friend's  view,  but  plain,  sound,  good  sense ! !  There  is  no  account- 
ing for  tastes ! 

Dismayed  at  the  strength  of  the  argument  drawn  from  Grod's 
Paternity,  my  opposer  makes  a  desperate  assault  upon  it,  with  such 
weapons  as  the  following :  He  asks — would  a  good  father  bring 
his  children  into  a  world  of  sin  and  blasphemy,  of  warring  and 
wretchedness,  if  he  had  power  to  prevent  it  ?  Would  he  subject 
them  to  sinfulness  to  bring  them  through  it  to  happiness  ?  Would 
be  make  sickness  and  then  make  medicine  to  heal  it  ?  Would  he 
set  robbers  on  his  children  that  he  might  rescue  them  ?  Would  he 
break  their  legs,  that  he  mi^ht  have  an  opportunity  to  restore  them 
to  health  ?  From  these  thmgs,  he  reasons  that  as  God  allows  all 
this  sin  and  misery,  he  is  not  a  good  Fatker,  and  hence  all  depen- 
dence placed  upon  him  as  a  Parent,  to  bring  bis  dependent  crea- 
tures to  holiness  and  happiness,  is  fallacious  and  groundless ! 

Is  it  possible  my  friend  imagines  the  audience  and  the  public  so 

blind  tmit  they  cannot  see  the  destructive  and  suicidal  nature  of 

this  argument !     It  does  not  bear  against  Universalism  alone,  but 

against  CHRISTIANITY  itself ! !     Striving  in  vain  to  undermine 

.  the  strong  foundations  of  Universal  Salvation — with  blind  and  des- 

Serate  zeal,  he  would  tear  away  the  very  pillars  of  the  gospel,  and 
ury  the  hopes  of  the  world  in  oblivion,  rather  than  acknowledge 
the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  God*s  boundless  love,  which  forms  the 
highest  theme  of  angel's  songs !  Throughout  the  entire  extent  of 
the  New  Testament,  the  Savior  and  the  Apostles  describe  the  Crea- 
tor as  a  wise,  good  and  affectionate  Father — ^they  dwell  much  on 
this  truth,  and  institute  comparisons  to  show  that  his  love  for  his 
intelligent  offspring  infinitely  exceeds  that  of  an  earthly  parent. 
This  doctrine  forms  the  chiei  characteristic,  as  it  does  the  brightest 
glory  of  the  Gospel  Dispensation !  Against  this  great,  fundamen- 
tal truth.  Elder  Holmes  throws  all  the  force  of  his  argument,  and 
his  logic.  He  points  to  the  natural  evils  of  life — the  pains  and 
woes,  which  afflict  humanity — ^to  convince  the  audience  ol  ^\iax^ 


to  overthrow  their  neighbor's  dwelling ! 

In  defence  of  Universalism  and  the  whole  system  of  G 
let  me  notice  briefly  the  argument  he  attempts  to  draM 
imperfections  and  evils  of  this  life.    It  overlooks,  in  thi 
that  man  has  for  wise  and  good  purposes,  been  so  coni 
the  Creator,  that  he  attains  to  perfection  in  knowiedga ; 
ness,  only  by  progressive  stages.    Oar  own  experience 
vation  attests  the  existence  of  this  law  of  progress,  in  at 
tains  to  human  beings.    Now  such  a  progress  necessari 
in  a  series  of  changes  from  lower  to  higher  stages, 
career  could  not  be  passed  through,  except  its  commena 
in  the  midst  of  more  or  less  imperfection.    Hence,  **  th 
was  mode  subject  to  vanity." — (Rom.  viii.  20.)    And  hei 
life,  the  commencement  of  his  endless  career,  the  startin 
his  profpvssive  existence — ^he  manifests  great  imperfect 
own  domgs,  and  is  subject  to  many  natural  imperfection 
in  his  whole  organitetion.    But  from  these  he  is  destines 
onward  and  upward,  in  due  time,  to  higher  and  better  s 
influences. 

Another  very  important  consideration  which  the  El< 
fatal  argument,  has  overlooked,  is  that  man  has  been  end( 
moral  freedom,  in  order  that  he  may  attain  to  that  hoiir 
is  alone  the  ifruit  of  a  voluntary  exercise  of  his  h 
capacities  in  the  service  of  goodfness  and  righteousn 
moral  freedom  necessarily  involves  an  exposure  to  U 
and  a  liability  to  sin.  Not  that  it  compels  men  to  sin,  1 
them  within  the  range  of  a  liability  to  sin.  It  is  thi 
exercise  of  this  freedom,  which  is  the  highest  endow 
will  eventually  prove  the  most  valuable  blessiof  beatowe 

*Wm*  k*    falls  infn    ain     *Mmn/«««*^1-«    •-    *•---  -^""^  ""^  '" 
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iuf  other  wbj  !  How  could  monl  beinn  arrive  at  a  eonditioii  of 
eafighteaed  Tolootarj  holiness,  except  they  had  at  some  period  of 
their  exiateaee,  8tra|g;gled  with  temptation  and  sin  ?  How  co«ild 
they  realize  and  enioy  the  felicities  of  higher  states  of  being,  if 
theV  had  not  once  been  called  to  mSiu  nameu,  pain,  mUfofiunt, 
and  the  last  great  eril,  d<atA? 

I  am  preprnd  by  these  suggestions  to  answer  the  inquiries  of 
the  £lder.  A  wise  and  good  earthly  father  wmld  expoee  his  chil- 
dren to  sin,  and  sickness,  and  pain,  did  he  clearly  foresee  that  he 
coaU  cause  this  exposure  to  result  in  elevating  them  to  higher  de- 
grees of  Tirtue  and  happiness,  than  they  coiud  experience  by  an 
exemption  from  them ! !  And  it  is  for  these  all-gracious  abd  all- 
sufficient  reasons,  I  repeat,  that  the  wise  and  ^ood  Heavenly  Pa^ 
rent  has  created  his  moral  o&pring  subject  to  miperfection ! ! 

Let  me  briefly  notice  this  suoject  in  another  light.  Sin — evil — 
fain — are  ia  the  world.  Here  we  agree.  They  must  exist  either 
m  ae€ordauu  with  God's  Will  and  Purpose,  or  m  opwmition  to  his 
Will  aad  Purpose.  I  take  the  former  ground.  Aa  airmly  shown, 
I  maiatain,  that  although  God  does  not  compel  man  to  sin,  yet  he 
has  exposed  him  to  temptation — subjected  nim  to  imperfection — 
that  a  future  and  greater  good  may  result,  than  would  ensue  from 
vaiwnmf  some  other  course.  It  was  God*s  original  purpose  that 
hie  earthly  ofispring  should  trarel  up  through  erery  stace,  from 
the  impenections  of  this  world,  to  the  hijghest  glories  of  HniTen  1 
The  scriptures  clearly  support  this  position.  **  The  creature  was 
made  subject  to  ranity,  not  willingly,  but  by  reason  of  him  who 
h«th  subjected  the  same  in  hope."  Here  we  are  taught  that  the 
snbiection  of  the  human  race  to  vanity  was  the  work  of  the  Al- 
mignty.  Andwhv?  To  lead  him  to  endless  wretchedness  ?  No: 
hot  to  lead  to  a  delirerance — to  an  elevation — into  the  high  rank 
of  children  [imitators]  of  God — **  Because  the  creature  kself  also 
ahdl  be  DELIVERED  from  the  bondage  of  corruption,  into  the 
glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of  God.'*— (Rom.  vni.  20,  21.) 

But  friend  Hobnes  takes  the  opposite  ground,  that  natural  and 
flioraf  evil — that  $in  and  pain — exist  aoadist  the  Purpose,  the 
Will,  of  Jehovah !  This  position  not  only  contradicts  the  Scrip- 
tures, which  declare  that  God  **  doeth  aeeordinr  to  his  Will  in  the 
army  of  heaven,  and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth,"  (Dan. 
iv.  35,)  but  it  is  fatal  to  his  own  hopes  and  anticipations  in  regard 
to  a  future  state  of  being !  If  sickness,  misfortune,  and  transgres- 
ffiott,  exist  ia  the  present  life,  against  the  Will  of  God — if  they  are 
the  fruit  of  ^frtietration  of  his  plans  and  objects  in  creation — then 
upon  &e  plainest  principles  of  analogy,  thev  may  exist  a§p»inst  his 
deeign  and  desire,  in  another  life,  in  any  department  of  his  crea- 
tion—and they  may  afflict  amr  class  of  beings,  even  to  the  highest 
an|;els*Christ— God  himself!  What  is  to  prevent  it  ?  If  the 
W1U9  the  intentions*  of  Jehovah  are  disq)pointed  and  thwarted 
meth  what  can  insure  immunity  to  otoer  elaaaea  ot  lidti^^ 


tMff  t9Blfiff«LB  MntimenU.     All  this,  according  to  £| 
has  been  m  direct  opposition  to  the  design  of  God,  an4 
will.     What  possible  assurance  is  there,  on  this  theoi| 
will  not  be  subjected  to  the  same,  or  a  toorse  state  of  K 
next  life  ?    And,  moreover,  according  to  the  Elder,  thi 
not  punished  in  this  life — or  at  least  punished  so  little*! 
aware  of  it.     Their  barns  are  bursting  with  grain — pro 
happiness  attend  them  through  life,  while  the  unfortua 
part  of  mankind,  meet  with  crosses  and  trials,  and  ar« 
to  trayel  in  an  **  up  hill  **  road  !     Now  what  is  to  prerei 
prosperity  and  happiness  attending  the  wicked  hereaftc 
be  of  no  avail  to  say  it  cannot  be ;  God  has  willed  and 
different  state  of  things.     His  will  can  as  easily  and  as  e 
thwarted  by  the  wicked  in  another  state  of  being,  as  ii 
ent.     I  beg  the  reflecting  portion  of  the  audience  to  notic 
nature  of  the  ground  on  which  my  opponent  has  place 
My  reply  covers  all  he  has  said  or  may  say,  in  regard  t 
ent  existence  of  sin  and  evil. 

He  appears  to  place  much  importance  upon  a  proposit 
he  has  stated  in  terms  the  most  logical,  viz : — Either 
save  men  without  passine  through  this  state  of  sin  an 
Vfotdd  twt ;  or,  he  ii^oti/</,  out  could  not !!  He  imaginee 
other  of  the  horns  of  this  dilemma,  must  pierce  my  posi 
how  BO  ?  I  can  see  no  force  in  it,  except,  that  my  br 
Hamanof  old,  has  erected  a  gallows  for  the  destruction  * 
theory.  It  involves  the  ground  I  have  just  gone  over, 
the  position,  that  God  would  save  men  without  exposii 
sin  and  evil,  but  could  not.  Then  he  is  not  GrOD,  and 
and  his  brethren  have  unfortunately  wandered  injo  infidc 
ther  idolatry,  and  are  worshipDiner  an  imarrimtv    ii  *  • 
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grace,  of  the  drowning  of  the  antediluvians,  and  the  destruction  of 
Sodom  and  Gomorrah  !  He  asks  exultingly,  if  this  was  the  fruit 
of  the  Creator*s  Fatherly  love  ?  This  is  a  favorite  argumeut  with 
oar  f  Heads  of  the  opposite  faith.  ladeed,  it  seems  to  be  viewed  by 
thera  as  the  highest  effort  of  the  combined  learning,  talent,  skill, 
shrewdness,  and  wit  of  all  Iheir  theological  warriors !  ^  When  other 
e&rts  havje  proved  abortive,  they  seize  upon  this,  as  the  sword  of 
Goliah,  which  shall  assuredly  slay  the  adversary,  and  deliver  the 
field  of  controversy  into  their  hands.  Failing  to  repeat  it  with  suf- 
ficient unction  in  plain  prose,  they  weave  it  iato  doggerel  rhyme, 
with  other  matters  expressed  in  langaage  equally  chaste,  dignified , 
and  witty,  and  circulate  it  through  the  land  for  the  special  edihcatiou 
of  the  faithful!  If  friend  Holmes  thinks  this  stale  objection  has 
not  been  harped  upon  long  enough — if  he  imagines  the  public  have 
not  sufficient  common  sense  to  detect  its  shallowness — if  he  dreams 
he  can  increase  his  capital  by  bringing  it  into  this  discussion — I 
cannot  object.  It  only  subjects  me  to  the  labor  of  meeting  his  as- 
sertions, which  even  a  child  in  the  principles  of  Universalism,  can 
overthrow,  and  which  indeed,  have  again  and  again  been  shown  to 
be  but  the  merest  fallacy.  I  suppose  he  will  allow  the  antedilu- 
vians and  the  dwellers  in  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  were  human  be- 
ings !  If  they  were,  then  .God  sustained  towards  them  the  same 
relationship  oi  Father,  that  he  does  to  all  his  intelligent  offspring. 
His  dealings  with  them,  therefore,  were  the  dealings  of  a  wise  aud 
good  Parent  with  disobedient  oHsprinj^.  Should  an  earthly  father 
while  chastising  his  erring  children  in  one  apartment  of  his  resi- 
dence, suddenly  remove  them  to  another  apartment,  would  it  fur- 
nish any  rational  indication  that  he  had  laid  aside  all  parental  af- 
fection, and  was  torturing  them  with  a  revengeful  cruelty,  such  as 
the  most  malignant  enemy  alone  could  inflicl  ?  The  supposition 
would  be  extremely  absurd.  Yet  what  were  God's  dealings  with 
the  antediluvians,  and  inhabitants  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  but  re- 
moving them  while  in  the  act  of  inflicting  just  correction,  from  one 
apartment  of  his  Great  Edifice  to  another  ?  What  evidence  do  these 
acts  afford,  that  the  Creator  will  torment  them  forever?  The  de- 
struction of  these  ancient  transgressors,  furnishes  no  proof  that 
God  cherished  any  less  love  for  them  than  for  the  rest  of  the  sin- 
ful world.  It  only  shows  divine  wisdom  preferred  that  method  of 
punishment  in  these  instances,  to  any  other  at  his  command.  Uui- 
versalists  are  continually  charged  with  believing  that  the  Antedi- 
luvians, Sodomites,  etc.,  when  swept  from  the  earth,  ascended  im- 
mediately to  Heaven.  There  never  was  a  charge  more  totally 
groundless.  No  opinion  of  this  description  ever  prevailed,  or  ex- 
isted ia  our  midst.  Our  belief  is  that  the  Heavenly  Father  dealt 
with  them  on  the  same  principles  that  he  deals  with  all  other  sin- 
ners— that  he  punished  them  justly  for  their  sins,  and  that  when- 
ever their  hearts  are  softened,  and  they  turn  to  him  in  repentance 
and  love,  he  pardons  and  accepts  of  them.    Their  removal  lo  ^jcw- 


cretfBOr.     What  was  the  tcorst  to  which  G<M 
ject  them  in  the  future    world  ?     It  would  hare  b 
them   where   they  would  have  sunk  forever  deepii 
er  in  sin,  blasphemy  and  wretchedness ! !     What  wool 
the  best  treatment  ?    To  remove  them  to  some  fitting 
dominions  of  the  Most  High,  where  they  could  be  6ubj< 
purifying  and  enlightening  influences,  as  should  briof 
length  to  become  obedient  children  of  the  common  P. 
world,  and  fitted  to  enter  his  immediate  presence,  to 
and  glorify  him  forever ! !     Universalists  simply  bono 
ciently  to  believe  he  will  pursue  the  beH  course,  in  pi 
the  worsts  in  regard  to  any  and  all  his  offspring! 

My  f  I  lend  opposite  inquires,  what  father  would  ;?un 
dren,  if  he  had  power  to  reform  them  without?     In  r 
what  wisf*  parent  would  not  punish  his  children,  if  he 
the  most  certain  and  effectual  way  of  reforming  them  ? 
have  selected  other  processes,  if  he  had  thoup;ht  best, 
that  punishment  administered  in  wisdom  and  mercy 
methods,  the  best  calculated  to  bring  to  repentance  and  i 
Hence  he  adopted  that  as  one  of  the  measures  of  his  g 

Elder  Holmes  has  great  objection  to  my  appealins:  to 
thies  of  the  audience.  I  have  seen  throughout  the  ( 
these  appeals  trouble  him.  He  s/trtn^  before  them,  ar 
little  of  them  as  possible.  He  says  if  Idespixe  his  appe 
fears^  he  despises  my  appeals  to  the'ir  sympathies  /  I  ha^ 
he  despises  the  touchstone  of  human  sympathy  !  Ai 
Because  it  crushes  to  the  earth  his  monstrous  dogm; 
wretchedness !  There  is  no  sympathy  for  that  doctrire  i 
of  men — while  their  hearts  are  full  of  approbation  for  t 
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the  hnman  heart,  and  earth  would  speedily  become  an  Aceldama. 
Would  to  Grod  there  was  more  of  it  in  our  world.  But  Elder 
Holmes  de^pUe^  my  appeals  to  your  sympathies;  and  places  them 
on  the  same  lev^el  with  his  appeals  to  your  feirs  !  The  only  dif- 
ference between  us,  in  this  respect,  is,  that  while  he  appeals  to  the 
most  low  and  base  feeling  in  man  and  brute,  my  appeal  is  to  the 
most  beantifnl  an  1  God-like  emotion  of  men  and  angels ! !  If  he 
can  discover  no  distinction,  I  am  satisfied  all  who  hear  me,  can  see 
and  feel  it. 

But  the  Elder  contends  that  human  nature  is  perverted^  and  hence 
haman  sjrmpathy  must  be  perverted  also — and  that  it  is  therefore 
wrong  to  allow  our  sympathies  to  influence  us.  This  is  strange 
doctrine  !  Very  well — let  us  carry  it  into  practice  !  On  this  prin- 
ciple it  would  be  wrong  for  me  to  spmpalhize  with  my  friend — as  I 
cannot  avoid  doin^,  on  account  of  the  dark  and  forbidding  doctrine 
he  is  laboring  to  maintain  !  Nay,  if  he  falls  into  trouble  in  his  fam- 
ily, or  his  own  person,  I  must  not  sympathize  with  him — I  must 
not  fly  to  him,  and  strive  to  soothe  and  console  him  in  his  misfor- 
tunes !  This  would  be  wrong-^it  would  be  but  an  exhibition  of  a 
perverted  and  corrupt  nature  ! !  We  must  not  sympathize  with  the 
poor  and  needy !  Our  prompting  to  this  is  but  an  evidence  of  the 
perversion  of  our  hearts !  Monstrous !  How  many  does  Br. 
Holmes  expect  will  sympathize  with  him  in  such  an  absurd  perver- 
sion of  man's  best  characteristic?  Will  he  be  sustained  by  the 
Bible  in  this  position  ?  Far  from  it.  God's  word  commands  us  to 
sympathize  with  one  another.  It  calls  upon  us  to  **  rejoice  with 
them  that  do  rejoice,  and  weep  with  them  that  weep." — (Rom.  xii. 
]  5. )  Notwithstanding  my  friend's  objection ,  I  shall  still  continue  to 
appeal  to  human  sympathy  in  corroboration  of  my  sentiments, 
whenever  occasion  renders  it  proper. 

Elder  Holmes  makes  another  attempt  as  on  the  last  question,  to 
show  a  distinction  between  chaxiisemeiit  and  punisfimeut.  He  in- 
sists chastisement  is  for  the  good  man,  and  punishment  for  the 
wicked  !  That  is,  God  chastises  the  righteous  on  one  principle,  and 
punishes  the  wicked  on  another.  He  chastizes  the  righteous  for 
their  benefit,  and  punishes  the  wicked  only  to  injure  and  torment 
them  !  Thefe  can  be  no  more  fatal  error  in  relation  to  God's  go- 
vernment than  this.  The  idea  that  he  inflicts  the  penalty  of  his 
violate!  law  upon  one  portion  of  the  violators,  (and  that  portion  the 
most  guilty^  because  they  sinned  against  the  most  light,)  for  their 
benefit,  an  J  on  another  portion  for  their  injury,  indicates  views  of 
the  principles  on  which  the  Almighty  deals  with  his  creatures,  of  a 
nature  so  dark  and  low,  that  those  who  entertain  them,  must  be  led 
far  astray  into  error.  1  have  already  shown  in  discussing  the  first 
question,  that  the  only  distinction  which  can  possibly  exist  between 
chastisement  and  punishment — the  only  distinction  which  reason  or 
the  scriptures  will  admit,  is  a  distinction,  not  of  na/urf  but  o{  quan- 
tity !     The  most  that  can  be  claimed  for  ckasiisemewi  in  cotv\i;i^\^- 
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tinction  to  puniskment,  is  that  it  is  a  lighter  indiction  of  pain  ren- 
dered for  sms  of  a  less  heinous  character,  while  punisktnent  is  a 
more  severe  application  of  suffering,  for  crimes  of  a  darker  grade  f 
But  boUi  are  of  the  same  vio/ure^-administered  on  a  similar  prin- 
ciple, and  for  a  like  purpose,  ^iz.  to  lead  the  wayward  and  stray- 
ing children  of  men  back  to  repentance  and  salvation.  Any  other 
view  of  the  subject,  involves  contradictions  and  absurdities  respect- 
ing Grod  and  his  government,  of  the  most  abhorrent  description. 

Here  let  me  briefly  notice  the  "  summing*'  up  of  Mr.  Holmes  on 
my  arguments  from  the  Desire  and  the  Intention  of  God.  He  re- 
presents 6od*s  desire  and  his  intention,  as  not  absolute  but  contin- 
gent, and  that  hence  they  do  not  exert  any  absolute  control  over 
the  final  destinies  of  men.  I  ask  the  audience  to  notice  the  re- 
markable fallacy  of  this  position.  How  absurd  to  represent  the 
Desire  and  Intention  of  an  INFINITE  GOD,  as  not  absoluU—\.  e. 
not  fixed  and  certain,  but  as  indefinite  and  uncertain.  He  '*  rather" 
DssiRES,  and  "  rather"*  intends,  but  really  upon  the  whole,  does 
not  absolutely  desire  nor  intend  ! !  If  God*s  desire  and  intention 
are  contingent,  upon  what  contingency  do  they  depend  ?  Accord- 
ing to  my  friend's  theory,  they  depend  on  the  proceedings  of  feeble. 
Mind,  erring  creatures,  whomGrod  has  clothed  with  only  such  pow- 
ers as  he  has  pleased.  If  man  is  wdling  to  be  saved,  and  will  ac- 
cept of  certain  terms  of  salvation,  (and  Crod  knew  when  he  im- 
posed these  terms,  whether  his  creatures  would  accept  or  reject 
them) — why  then  Jehovah  Desires  and  Intends  to  save  him.  But 
if  man  in  his  blindness  will  not  comply  with  the  terms,  then  God 
neither  Desires  nor  Intends  to  save  him !  This  wholly  reverses 
the  relative  position  of  the  two  parties,  and  makes  the  Creator  de- 
pendent on  the  creature,  rather  than  the  latter  dependent  on  the 
former.  Here  is  sound  reasoning ! !  Moreover,  he  insists  that 
man's  salvation  cannot  depend  on  the  Desire  and  Intention  of  God, 
because  this  would  destroy  the  moral  character  of  the  divine  go- 
vernment— exclude  the  influence  of  the  moral  law— overthrow 
man's  agency,  and  place  aside  the  conditio nality  of  salvation. 
How  short  sighted  these  objections !  Who,  with  the  slightest  re- 
flection, does  not  see,  that  the  Creator's  Desire  and  Intention  res- 
pecting man's  final  destiny,  were  formed  in  expres9"reference  to 
the  character  of  his  government — to  his  moral  law — to  man's  agen- 
cy— and  any  and  all  conditionality  in  salvation  !  It  was  in  sight 
of  all  these,  and  in  harmony  with  them,  that  he  formed  his  Desire 
and  Intention*  eventually  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  holiness  and 
happiness.  His  own  government,  man's  moral  agency,  and  the 
conditions  of  salvation,  are  not  so  many  obstacles,  but  so  many 
instruments  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  Desire  and  Intention  of  Jehovah 
respecting  the  final  salvation  of  the  world  ! 

Elder  Holmes  has  at  length  brought  forth  his /r5(  Negative  Ar- 
gument, viz : — That  Uaiversalism  denies  the  existence  of  sin  as  a 
moral  evil.     In  the  name  of  logic  and  sound  reasoning,  I  trust  this 
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Is  not  a  specimen  of  what  his  Negatire  Ailments  are  to  be.  I 
am  anxious  that  this  discussion  should  be  interesting  and  instrac- 
tire  on  both  sides,  and  confidently  anticipated  my  oppoaent  would 
introduce  arguments  against  the  impartial  grace  of  God,  possess- 
ing some  weight,  in  appearance  at  least,  and  some  releyancy  to 
the  questions  before  us.  But  if  this  negative  argument  is  a  sample 
of  those  to  follow,  I  despair  of  getting  up  a  readable  debate.  What 
relation  has  this  argument  to  the  proposition  in  discussion  ?  Sup- 
pose Universalism  does  deny  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil, 
does  it  prove  there  is  not  *'  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that 
all  men  will  be  finally  hol^  and  happy  ?*'  Does  it  approach  with- 
in sight  of  the  question  m  controversy  ?  I  am  surprised  at  the 
Elder's  want  of  tact,  and  hope,  hereafter,  when  he  introduces  a  ne- 
gative argument,  he  will  enlighten  us  by  showing  what  bearing  it 
has  npon  the  point  at  issue. 

I  deny  most  unequivocally,  that  Univ#rsalism  fails  to  recognize 
mn  as  a  moral  evil,  or  that  it  robs  Grod  of  the  character  and  station 
of  a  Moral  Governor.  It  looks  upon  sin  in  no  other  light  than  as 
a  moral  act,  and  hence  a  moral  evil.  Whatever  investigations  Uni- 
versalist  writers  may  have  made  in  relation  to  the  origin  or  catises 
of  ^n,  do  not  militate  against  the  fact  which  they  all  acknowledge^ 
that  wherever  it  exists,  sin  is  a  moral  evil.  His  quotations  from 
Kallou,  Rogers,  Guild  and  Hyatt,  and  Austin,  fall  far  short  of  sus- 
taining his  charge.  It  will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  enter  upon 
an  examination  and  defence  of  these  quotations  for  two  reasons. 
1.  Every  intelligent  hearer  and  reader  must  perceive,  that  the  lan- 
guage introduced,  when  construed  and  understood  according  to 
the  evident  intent  of  the  authors,  does  not  involve  a  denial  that  sin 
is  a  moral  evil.  2.  But  even  allowing  that  it  did,  it  can  in  no  pos- 
sible way,  afiect  the  merits  of  the  question  now  under  considera- 
tion. Pray  what  have  the  opinions  of  Ballou,  Rogers,  etc.,  in  re- 
gard to  the  origin  or  nature  of  sin,  to  do  with  the  question — *•  Is 
there  sufficient  reason  for  believing  that  all  men  will  become  finally 
holy  and  happy .'"  The  Elder  informs  us  he  has  many  more  of  the 
same  kind  of  quotations  to  present  hereafter.  Very  well,  he  can  go 
on  in  this  direction  to  any  extent  he  pleases.  I  shall  follow  him  no 
farther  than  to  show  that  all  matters  of  this  description  Sue  wholly 
extraneous  to  this  discussion,  and  that  their  introduction  only  shows 
on  his  part  a  distressing  and  pitiable  want  of  something  of  weight 
to  urge  against  the  gospel  of  a  \Vorld*8  salvation. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  allusion  has  been  made  to  my  individual 
views  in  relation  to  "  the  origin  of  sin,**  perhaps  I  shall  be  justi- 
fied, in  so  far  digressing,  as  to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  my  posi- 
tion. Let  me  premise,  by  the  way,  thai  I  am  alone  responsible  for 
my  opinions  on  this  subject — ^my  brethren  agreeing  or  disagreeing 
with  me,  as  their  own  judgments  dictate. 

I  hold  that  man's  organization  is  a  compound  of  animal  propen- 
siticsT  and  moral  and  intellectual  capacities.    The  latter  «lT^  ^w^^- 
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rlor  to  the  formar — they  form  the  only  material  distinction  between 
the  brute  races,  and  mankiml — and  are  bestowed  to  influence,  guide, 
and  govern  him,  in  all  his  proceedings.  They  are  the  controlling, 
deciding  tribunal,  in  the  human  constitution.  Now  all  5m,  is  the 
effect  of  the  clamoring  of  some  animal  propensity  or  passion,  for 
improper  gratification.  Can  Elder  Holmes,  or  any  man,  point  me 
to  a  smful  act  or  thought,  which  has  not  been  produced  by  the 
prompting  either  of  some  one  animal  passion,  or  a  combination  of 
different  propensities  ?  The  sin  however,  does  not  consist  in  the 
promptings  of  the  passions,  because  they  are  blind,  and  incapable 
of  moral  distinctions.  But  when  the  higher  capacities — the  mind, 
the  soul — ^whose  province  it  is  to  take  cognizance  of  all  the  emo- 
tions of  the  body — yields  its  assent  to  any  improper  prompting  of 
the  propensities,  and  permits  it  to  be  carried  out  into  action^  or  to 
e^cist  even  in  thought^  then  it  has  erred — it  has  committed  a  trrong, 
a  SIN  ! ! — and  deserves,  and  will  receive,  a  just  and  certain  pun- 
ishment. Such,  concisely  expressed,  are  my  views  upon  this  point 
Can  they  be  successfully  controverted  ? 

The  Elder  attempts  to  ridicule  the  views  of  Universal i?«ts,  in  re- 
lation to  the  nature  of  God's  law,  and  its  penalties.  If  I  under- 
stood him  correctly,  he  charges  us  with  rejecting  all  scriptural 
views  on  this  subject,  and  believing  in  no  law  or  penalcy,  but  such 
as  are  of  a  pkyncal  nature — consisting  of  the  head-ache  or  some 
bodily  pain.  I  regret  my  friend  should  so  far  forget  himself,  as  to 
attribute  to  us  that  which  he  must  know  to  be  wholly  groundless ! 
He  is  perfectly  aware  that  Universalists  believe  in  the  existence  of 
God^s  law,  in  all  its  great  departments — spiritual,  moral  and  physi- 
cal— and  that  its  penalties,  as  Viuied  in  their  character,  as  the  na- 
ture of  the  offences  for  which  God  infli'*ts  them,  are  administered 
on  every  sinner,  with  unfailing  certainty!  Of  what  avail  is  it  for 
a  controvertialist  to  indulge  in  attempts  to  mislead  on  points  where 
detection  is  so  easy.  The  influence  of  this  mode  of  procedure,  can 
but  be  destructive  to  a  cause  which  needs  its  assistance. 

It  can  hardly  be  expected  I  should  notice  the  stole  anecdote  of 
my  friend,  asserting  that  some  individual  whom  he  did  not  name, 
attempted  to  console  a  poor  woman  whose  husband  died  intoxica- 
tod,  with  the  assurance  that  his  soul  was  not  drunk/  But  I  would 
like  to  inquire  of  the  Elder  whether  he  believes  the  50u/  of  this  man 
became  intoxicated  ?  That  the  fleshy  organs  of  the  mind  can  be- 
come stimulated  by  alcoholic  drinks,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  But 
I  would  be  pleased  to  be  instructed  how  the  soul — an  immaterial 
spirit — can  be  affected  by  miterial  substances.  If,  however,  he 
thinks  the  soul  of  the  poor  inebriate  really  died  drunks  1  would  in- 
quire whether  it  entered  the  future  world  in  its  drunken  state  ? 
And  as  it  is  a  favorite  theory  in  his  school  that  there  is  no  change 
atter  death,  I  would  ask  whether  the  soul  of  this  man  will  continue 
drunk  throughout  eternity  ? — iTime  expirtfi. 
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[MR.  holmes'  third  RSPLT.] 

Messrs.  Moderators. — In  my  negative  argument,  I  affirmed  that 
Universal  ism  denies  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil ;  or,  which 
amounts  to  the  same  thing,  makes  moral  evil  result  from  a  phys- 
ical cause.  My  friend  asks,  what  this  has  to  do  with  the  subject  1 
I  answer :  If  there  be  no  moral  evil  in  the  Universe,  only  as  identi- 
fied with  physical  obliquity,  there  is  no  moral  salvation.  If  there 
is  no  moral  salvation,  then  there  is  no  moral  law  that  has  been 
transgressed  by  a  moral  being,  and  men  are  not  moral  transgres- 
sors. But  if  men  are  not  moral  transj^essors,  they  are  not  moral 
beings;  and  if  not  moral  beings,  God  is  not  a  moral  Governor,  and 
has  no  moral  government.  And  if  all  this  be  true,  we  are  dispu- 
ting in  regard  to  mere  abstractions,  or  idealities,  and  had  better 
quit  and  go  home.    This  is  what  it  has  to  do  with  the  subject. 

Mr.  Austin  also  alludes  to  my  remarks  on  the  subject  of  hu- 
man sympathy,  and  complains  of  my  disrespect  to  that  high  and 
holy  feeling.  I  am  not  conscious  of  having  spoken  unworthily  of 
human  sympatoy.  I  acknowledge  human  sympathy  to  be  a  high 
and  holy  feeling,  just  in  the  same  sense  that  man  is  a  high  and 
holy  being.  If  man's  moral  nature  is  perverted,  so  is  his  sympa- 
thy. And  surely,  my  friend  will  not  take  the  ground  that  man's 
moral  nature  is  not  perverted  ;  hence  he  must  admit  him  to  be  the 
subject  of  perverted  sympathy,  or  he  will  display  more  ignorance 
of  the  philosophy  of  human  nature,  than  I  was  prepared  to  ex- 
pect. Would  my  friend  wish  the  criminal  jurisprudence  of  the 
t^tate  governed  by  the  sympathy  which  one  felon  has  for  ano- 
ther 1  Certainly  not.  And  is  it  more  consistent  to  judge  of  God's 
distributive  administration  by  the  sympathy  which  one  sinner  has 
for  another,  both  being  in  the  same  condemnation  1  It  was  on 
this  ground,  that  I  said  I  despised  sympathy  as  the  foundation  of 
a  moral  argument,  as  heartily  as  the  gentleman  can  despise  fear. 
Indeed,  if  there  be  any  difference,  fear  is  much  the  safer  guide. 
Fear  is  an  emotion  of  the  mind,  but  sympathy  is  associated  with 
the  passions  and  affections.  And  as  the  intellect  has  suffered 
mucn  less  from  depravity  than  the  heart,  hence  the  admonitions  of 
fear  are  entitled  to  much  more  respect,  than  the  dictates  of  sympa- 
thy. It  is  on  this  account  that  the  Bible  speaks  in  such  high 
terms  of  fear,  and  so  approvingly  of  those  who  are  influenced  oy 
it.  "The  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom."  "The 
prudent  man  foreseeth  [feareth]  the  evil  and  hideth  himself,  but 
fools  pass  on  and  are  punished." 

Mr.  Austin  refers  again  to  the  paternal  argument,  and  endea- 
vors to  patch  it  up  so  as  to  preserve  it  from  entire  annihilation. 
But  it  is  of  no  use;  that  argument  is  superannuated,  and  he  may 
na  well  allow  it  for  the  present,  to  retire  from  public  life.  I  will, 
however,  refer  to  one  other  remark  made  by  him  on  this  point. 

To  make  this  argument  pass  with  more  plausibility,  he  seeks 
to  bolster  it  up  by  a  per^'erted  use  of  a  pa^^-age  in  Uom. — "  TVv^ 
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exist  in  this  world,  are  according  to  the  will  of  Go 
argue  for  this  position.  The  argument  he  used,  a« 
recollect,  -runs  thus :  If  sin  and  misery  exist  in  tl 
trary  to  the  will  of  God,  they  may  in  the  future  1 
they  will  not  exist  against  his  will  in  another  wi 
they  do  not  exist  against  his  will  in  this  world. 

Mr.  Austin. — If  my  brother  will  allow  me  to^ 
said  that  whatever  exists  in  this  life,  whether  sin,  eT 
suffering,  and  afflicts  any  portion  of  mankind,  evei 
ous,  against  God's  will,  may  exist  and  afflict  the 
hereafter  and  forever,  against  God's  will ! 

Mr.  Holmes. — Very  well,  this  is  as  I  supposed,  j 
is,  if  sin  and  misery  are  according  to  the  will  of  God 
they  may  exist  in  harmony  with  his  will  in  another  >» 
argument  is  as  sound  in  one  case  as  in  the  other.     I: 

?;entleman's  argument  refutes  his  own  theory.  As  t( 
rom  Romans,  of  which  Mr.  Austin  has  made  so  mu 
**  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,"  &c. — I  ii 
eet  time,  to  ^ive  it  a  thorough  examination.  I  kr 
nave  to  meet  it  here,  and  came  prepared  accordingly 
I  will  now  attend  to  some  few  remarks  of  my  f riei 
forenoon  session.  And  first,  in  reference  to  the  i 
respective  theories,  as  compared  with  each  other.  T 
does  not  seem  to  relish  the  remark  I  made  on  this  po 
if  my  doctrine  be  false,  those  who  believe  it,  and  ti 
just  as  sure  of  heaven,  as  any  Universalist  can  be 
doctrine  be  false,  those  who  depend  on  it,  are  withty 
without  remedy.     But  is  it  not  so  ?     He  cannot  dea 
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it  is  not  regarded  by  either  as  fondamental.    Bat  dif^r  as  we  may 
on  these  minor  points,  we  all  hold  the  hsu),  as  it  is  called  in  the 
theological  language — ^that  is,  we  hold  to  the  divinity  of  Christ — 
his  work  of  atonement,  and  intercession — ^the  Deity,  and  agency 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  changing  the  heart,  and  producing  hoTinesa 
of  life.     The  vitality  and  moral  efficiency  of  Cnristianity  remains, 
independent  of  these  small  differences.    But  look  at  Universalism ! 
If  that  be  true  gospel,  then  what  is  usually  known  as  orthodoxy, 
is  rank  infidelity.     There  is  all  this  difference  between  the  two 
systems.     If  Universalism  be  a  form  of  Christianity  at  all,  it  is 
the  lowest  possible  form :  hence,  failing  those  who  trust  in  it,  their 
hopes  are  wrecked  forever.    Mr.  Austin  has  lugged  Calvinism 
into  this  discussion.     If  his  design  in  this,  is  to  entangle  or  em- 
barrass me,  he  will  have  his  labor  for  his  pains.      He  can^t 
trouble  me  with  the  views  of  Calvin,  as  Mr.  Pingree  did  Mr.  Rice. 
I  am  not  tied  up  by  any  of  the  peculiarities  of  this  theory.    I  be- 
lieve it  is  the  will  of  God  that  eul  should  be  saved — nor  will  I  im- 
pute any  other  sentiment  to  my  Calvinistic  brethren.    As  the 
subject  has  been  introduced,  I  could  not  say  less  than  this.    The 
gentleman  also  remarked — to  say  Universalism  is  false,  is  to  say 
reason  is  false.     Indeed ;  is  the  question  settled  then'^    It  strikes 
me,  this  is  what  logicians  call,  begging  the  question.    The  ques- 
tion is — "  is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  all  men 
will  be  finally  holy  and  happy  1"    Our  proofs  are  to  be  drawn 
from  reason  and  scripture,  and  to  assume  that  either  is  in  favor  of 
the  affirmative  or  negative,  is  to  assume  the  c[uestion  settled  with- 
out controversy.    To  offset  against  my  friend^s  declaration,  I 
might  say,  if  Universalism  be  truej  reason  and  scripture  are  false, 
and  my  ipu  dixit  would  weigh  as  much  as  his — ^but  after  all,  we 
should  be  just  where  we  were  in  the  start  ]  the  question  would 
be  unsettled,  and  the  audience  unenlightened.    But  I  object  to 
this  method  of  settling  controversies.    Let  the  gentleman  draw 
out  his  arguments  from  reason  and  scripture,  and  then  let  the  au- 
dience compare  them  with  my  arguments,  and  with  acknowledged 
principles  and  facts,  and  judge  for  themselves  where  the  merit  of 
the  question  lies. 

Mr.  Austin  alledges  that  I  said  Universalists  are  the  worst  kind 
of  infidels.  I  said  no  such  thing.  But  I  did  say  that  some  indi- 
viduals, who  wish  to  avoid  the  odium  of  open  infidelity,  put  on 
the  garb  of  Universalism — that  it  has  their  advocacy  and  support, 
and  that  such  men  are  the  worst  of  infidels.  Mr.  O.  A.  Bronson 
says,  **  Of  the  twenty-five  hundred  subscribers  of  the  paper  he  ed- 
itei  [when  he  defended  Universalism,]  it  was  presumed  that  more 
than  one  half  were  sceptics,  or  sceptical.  He  nas  conversed  with 
hundreds  of  professed  Universalists,  who  would  own  to  him,  that 
they  supported  Universalism,  only  because  it  was  the  most  libe- 
nl  sentiment  they  could  find,  and  because  it  was  better  thai|  D^ 
ism,  to  put  down  the  orthodox.^' 
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S  claBs  of  Infidels  ;  those  who  have  boldly  and 

I  upon  the  sea  of  universal  scepticism.     Suchi 

dent  to  wish  to  conceal  their  unbelief — and  ti 
pose  Universalism  countenanced  by  the  scri 
neartily  despise  it,  as  an  unworthy  and  shalA 
I  have  said,  Universalists  support  their  caH 
guments.    As  a  sort  of  offset  to  this,  the  gen 
quotation  from  my  article  on  the  atonement,  1 
July  No.  of  the  "  Methodist  Quarterly,"  in  * 
describe  the  various  and  conflicting  theories, 
by  the  wand  of  theological  diviners  since  th 
would  require  more  space  than  can  be  spai 
Now,  this  variety  of  systems,  it  is  well  knowi 
ly  out  of  views  similar  to  those  advocated  1 
for  instance,  Unitarianism,  and  especially  th 
Rationalists,  who  are  known  to  be  a  species^  o 
They  discard  the  miracles  of  the  Bible,  and  it 
ral  character.    Of  course  they  would  deny  th< 
is  the  greatest  of  miracles.     These  *^vario 
views  01  atonement,  have,  therefore,  arisen  ou 
-ticism,  which  in  the  beginning  of  the  eighte 
birth  to  Universalism,  with  its  various  and  coi 
argumentation.     Thoueh  there  are  some  sha 
the  view  of  Evangelical  churches,  yet  they  all 
of  the  gospel — that  Christ  died  for  sinners,  in  « 
the  legal  obstacles  to  the  salvation  of  the  wo 
grace  of  repentance  to  such  as  will  turn  froi 
Jiving  God." 
And  here  I  am  reminded  ol. 
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in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  between  ttuth  and  UMktooi.    This  is 
all  I  said,  or  intended. 

The  gentleman  has  finally  given  ns  a  definition  of  salration, 
but  it  amounts  to  just  nothing.  I  have  called  upon  him  to  tell 
«B  what  salvation  is ;  when,  where,  and  how  it  is  to  he  efiected. 
He  simply  renlies  that  *^  salvation  is  from  sin.''  We  all  under- 
stand this,  when  it  comes  from  one  who  advocates  Universaiism. 
h  means  anything  or  nothing,  as  best  suits  the  circqjpiistances  or 
exigencies  of  the  occasion.  I  am  not  satisfied  with  this  definition. 
It  is  a  mere  evasion,  to  avoid  a  much  dreaded  difficulty.  I  still 
press  upon  my  friend's  attention  these  questions.  What  is  sal- 
vation t  Is  the  salvation  with  which  men  are  made  finally  holy 
and  happy,  gospel  salvation,  or  is  it  a  salvation  of  some  other 
kind  ?  As  thousands  do  not  receive  the  eospel,  and  are  not  saved 
by  it  in  this  life,  I  want  to  know  how,  wnen,  and  where,  they  are 
saved  ?  When  are  men  to  enter  upon  final  holiness  and  happi- 
ness? The  Bible  says — *^Let  your  light  shine  before  men.'' 
Now,  if  my  friend  has  any  light  on  these  points,  I  hope  he  will 
trim  it,  place  it  on  the  candlestick  of  Universaiism,  and  let  it 
shine.     We  are  all  anxious  to  see  and  hear. 

To  forther  sustain  the  argument  for  the  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men,  drawn  uom  the  desire  of  God,  the  gentleman 
mtrodaces  again,  the  passage  from  Romans — *^the  creature  is 
made  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly."  This  is  indeed,  a  singular 
proof  that  all  men  will  be  saved.  Let  us  throw  it  into  form  and 
see  how  it  will  appear. 

Major— Those  made  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly  mtM^be  saved. 

Minor — But  all  men  are  made  thus,  subject  to  vanity. 

Conclusion — ^Therefore  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy ! 

The  Major  is  an  asnnru/tion^  the  Minor  3,  falsehood,  and  the  con- 
clusion an  absurdity.  Such  is  the  slip-shod  logic  by  which  my 
friend  enforces  his  arguments.  But  let  us  look  at  this  a  little  far- 
ther. The  position  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  all  men  are  made  sub- 
ject to  vanity,  not  vfillingly ;  that  is  against  thsir  wiU.  What 
does  this  mean  ?  It  must  mean  that  their  subjection  to  sin  and 
misery,  was  unavoidable,  or  that  it  was  not.  If  it  was  not  una- 
Toidable,  then  it  follows,  their  subjection  to  sin  and  misery,  or 
vanity,  was  not  an  unwilling  subjection  since  it  followed  the  con- 
9tnt  of  the  will,  without  which  it  could  not  have  taken  place.  But 
if  it  Vfas  unavoidMsy  then  it  follows,  men  are  exonerated  from 
all  moral  guilt,  and  are  not  pronerly  the  subjects  of  moral  stlva" 
Hon.  All  sound  principles  of  logic  and  ethics,  agree  that  men 
are  not  blame-worthy  for  what  cannot  be  avoided.  The  gentle- 
man may  take  his  choice  in  these  conclusions. 

^t  I  must  not  overlook  my  friend's  illustration.  It  presents 
another  proof  of  the  contrariety  between  Universaiism  and  facts, 
even  of  the  physical  world.  The  illustration  is,  the  gradual 
fiowdi  and  expansion  of  the  tree^  from  its  genninalxiiil^  Y^^  ^ 


— "  si^Mt  to  Tanity  not  willingly  ;*'  and  that  Gt 
bring  hun  out  of  that  state  into  a  state  of  moral 
as  he  causes  the  tree  to  grow  and  expand,  until  it  i 
of  maturity.    But  mark — to  make  his  illustratid 
should  find  a  tree  created  in  a  state  of  rottennesSjA 
enables  by  physical  laws  to  overconu  its  own  rotti 
tain  to  a  state  of  perfection.    The  tree  grows,  it  U 
no  more  perfect  at  one  stage  of  its  advancement  t) 
From  the  firsts  it  possesses  all  the  elements  of  the 
its  growth  is  but  the  expansion  of  those  elements, 
ates  the  tree  in  a  state  of  pkvtical  perfection,  so  l 
in  his  own  image,  a  state  oi  moral  perfection,    j 
pands  its  perfect  elements  by  the  aid  of  physical  1 
improrement  is  not  a  deliverance  from  ori^nal  it. 
subjection  to  vanity,  sin  and  misery,  in  which  he  ^ 
eviatedy  but  an  expansion  of  the  elements  of  his  p< 
tion,  by  the  gracious  aids  which  God  affords  nil 
friend^s  illustration  subverts  his  own  theory,  and  I 
tradicts  nature,  and  the  word  of  God. 

Mr.  Austin,  conscious  of  the  unsoundness  of  his  i 
the  desire  of  Grod,  returns  to  it  again  and  again, 
repeatedly :  ^^  what  his  soul  desireth  he  will  do." 
puted  this,  nor  do  I  intend  to.     Nor  will  I  deny  ths 
or  desires  the  happiness  of  all  his  creatures.    The 
not  turn  upon  sucn  points;  but  upon  the  nature  and 
his  desire.     Is  his  desire  cisoluU  and  unconditional  i 
it  be,  so  applied  as  to  control  the  final  destinies  of 
are  tiie  points  on  which  the  controversy  turns,  an< 
are  assumed  by  my  opponent,  not  only  without  pr< 
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Besides,  if  the  final  destiny  be  irresistably  controlled,  as  it  must 
he  in  order  to  make  it  sure,  the  process  by  which  it  is  reached, 
must  be  controlled  in  the  same  way,  and  this  would  annihilate  all 
responsibility  and  moral  desert. 

3.  In  opposition  to  fact.  Fact  says,  that  many  things  have  ta- 
ken place,  and  do  now  exist,  which  God  did  not  desire,  and  in 
whicn  he  has  no  pleasure.  To  suppose  otherwise,  is  to  say  that 
God  desires,  and  takes  pleasure,  in  all  the  crime  that  now  is,  or 
ever  has  existed.  Moreover,  fact  proves  the  argument  worthless, 
since  the  desire  of  God  does  not  now  secure  the  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men.  Indeed  this  argument,  (like  many  others  pre- 
sented by  my  friend,)  may  be  turned  a^nst  UniverNilism.  For, 
as  in  this  life,  many  things  exist,  which  Grod  does  not  desire,  if 
we  are  to  suppose  the  desire  of  Gk>d  alone,  controls  the  subject  of 
human  happiness,  it  would  follow,  for  au^ht  that  can  be  shown  to 
the  contrary,  that  sin  and  misery  will  exist  in  another  world,  as 
they  have  in  this.  The  truth  is,  this  whole  argument  is  a  soph- 
ism, and  the  gentleman  knows  it,  or  ought  to  know  it;  for  I  can 
hardly  suppose  his  course  of  reasoning  has  imposed  on  himself. 
I  have  already  exposed  its  fallacies  a  number  of  times,  by  show- 
ing that  we  can  know  nothing  of  the  desire,  the  pleasure,  the  tn- 
tentum,  or  sovereignty  of  Crod,  except  as  it  is  revealed  to  us  in  the 
Bible^  and  in  nature,  and  these  sources  of  proof,  so  far  as  we  have 
yet  investigated  them,  establish  the  moitd  government  of  Grod, 
the  contingency  of  human  actions,  and  the  responsibility  of  man, 
as  to  the  final  results  of  his  conduct. 

I  now  pass  to  the  consideration  of  Mr.  Austin^s  fourth  argu- 
ment, drawn  from  the  fulfillment  of  the  law.  To  fulfill  the  law, 
18  to  love  Gk>d  with  all  the  heart,  and  this  is  the  duty  of  all  men. 
Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  law ;  but  if  he  fulfills  the  law,  all  men 
must  love  God  with  all  the  heart — and  if  all  men  do  this,  all  men 
will  be  saved.  This  is  the  argument  as  I  understand  it.  More- 
over, he  says  this  is  not  the  moral  law.  I  understand  him  to 
make  a  distinction  between  the  law  Christ  came  to  fulfill,  and 
what  he  sometimes  terms  the  great  moral  law.  If  this  is  not  so, 
I  will  stand  corrected. 

Ma.  Austin. — It  is  not. 

Ma.  Holmes. — ^Very  well :  I  will  correct  myself  accordingly. 
Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  moral  law  of  God — and  from  this  fact  he 
concludes  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  I  wish  the 
audience  to  observe  here,  that  as  Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  moral 
law,  [by  the  admission  of  Mr.  Austin,]  hence  it  was  the  curse  of 
the  moral  law  from  which  he  redeemed  us;  a,  fact  which  he  has 
repeatedly  denied,  in  another  part  of  this  discussion.  In  replying 
to  this  argument,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  in  what  tense  Christ 
came  to  nilfill  the  law. 
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1.  He  fulfilled  the  law  by  pertonal  obedience.  He  kept  it  in 
every  respect ;  and  by  this,  he  taught  us  that  it  was  not  repealed 
—that  it  was  adapted  to  our  con£tion — and  to  exalt  and  make 
happy  the  moral  subject.  He  showed  also,  that  it  was  suited  to 
man's  original  state — ^that  d  it  had  been  kept  then,  it  would  have 
preserved  them  in  moral  purity,  and  led  them  on  to  higher  degrees 
of  holiness.  He  moreover  taught  us  by  his  personsu  obedience, 
lu)w  the  law  should  now  be  received  and  obeyed ;  and  his  own 
exalted  moral  character  was  the  pledge  and  pattern  of  what  men 
w^ould  have  been  had  they  never  transgressed,  and  of  what  they 
will  be  tH>Wy  if  they  embrace  his  go^>el — follow  his  example — 
and  ^^  purify  themselves  even  as  he  is  pure."  Is  there  an3rthing 
in  this  that  looks  like  subjecting  men  to  vanity,  to  sin  and  misery 
unwillingly  ? 

2.  He  came  to  fulfil  the  law,  by  affording  us  gracious  ability 
by  which  we  may  overcome  our  sinful  tendencies — and  hare  pow- 
der to  keep  the  law — to  love  God  with  all  the  heart,  fie  intro- 
•duced  adu^ensation  of  ^race  and  mercy  by  which  men  may  be  ex- 
4>nerated  from  the  disabilities  and  consequences  of  past  transgres- 
sion— ^rise  oat  of  the  ruins  of  the  fall — and  commence  a  course 
•of  obedience  in  a  new  relation,  and  under  circumstances  adapted 
io  the  improvement  and  perfection  of  their  moral  character. 

3.  Law  is  fulfilled,  and  government  supported,  when  the  pe- 
nalty of  the  law  is  inflicted  on  the  disobedient,  or  when  a  consid- 
jezation  is  presented  in  view  of  which,  pardon  may  be  safely  dis- 
pensed to  the  guilty.    Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  law,  therefore,  by 
•austaining  its  demands  against  the  sinner,  and  at  the  same  time 
jifibrdin^  the  sinner  rdief,  by  satisfying  the  claims  of  justice  for 
him-^'^ne  died  the  just  for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  bring  us  to 
God."    Thus  Christ  by  the  **  blood  of  the  cross,*'  has  hecome 
*^  the  way  the  truth  and  the  life'' — ^has  introduced  a  plan  of  sal- 
vation, according  to  the  principles  of  which,  God  ^^can  be  just 
and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus.'*    We  have  re- 
peatedly shown  that  when  the  law  is  once  violated,  the  trans- 
.gressor  has  no  power  to  make  satisfaction,  nor  does  the  law  itself 
provide  a  remedy.    Christ  came  as  the  remedy,  and  has  *^  redeem- 
ed us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  us" — that 
the  blessing  of  Abraham  might  come  upon  the  Gentiles  through 
Jesus  Christ;  that  we  mieht  receive  the  promise  of  the  spirit 
through  faith. — (Gral.  iii.  i3,  14.)     Hence  also  St.  John  says, 
**  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten  son, 
tha1^vrho8oever  believeth  on  him  should  not  perish^  but  have  ever- 
lasting life."    Here  it  is  explicitly  stated  to  be  the  object  of 
Christ's  coming  to  our  world,  to  save  men  from  tasking,  in  a 
sense  that  contrasts  with  everlasting  life.    This  object  he  accom- 
plished by  making  an  atonement,  the  moral  efiect  of  which  was, 
to  remove  the  legal  obstacles  to  human  salvation,  and  procure 
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pardon  for  the  repenting  and  returning  sinner.  We  hare  already 
said  that  Jaw  is  lul filled  when  the  guilty  are  punished :  hence — 

4.  He  came  to  fulfil  the  law  by  vindicating  it,  and  sustaining 
the  government  of  God,  in  the  punishment  of  those  who  despise 
the  riches  of  his  grace,  reject  the  offers  of  mercy,  and  will  ''not 
have  him  to  rei^n  over  them."-— (Luke  xix.  27.)  »*But  those 
mine  enemies,  wnich  would  not  that  I  should  reign  over  them, 
bring  hither,  and  slay  them  before  me."  This  is  part  of  the  par^ 
able  of  the  nobleman  who  distributed  talents  to  his  servant  and 
*'  went  into  a  far  country,  to  receive  a  kingdom,  and  to  returnJ*^ 
It  is  intended  to  represent  Christ,  his  distribution  of  gracious  tal- 
ents to  men,  his  departure  to  his  heavenly  kingdom  and  his  final  re- 
turn to  reckon  with  those  who  have  received  his  munificent  favors : 
and  the  words  quoted  above  describe  the  final  issue  to  those  who 
waste  his  bounty,  despise  his  authority,  and  will  not  have  him 
'*  to  reign  over  them."  This  view  is  most  solemnly  and  forcibly 
confirmed  in  (2  Thess.  i.  7-10.) — "And  to  you  who  are  troubled, 
rest  with  us,  when  the  Lord  Jesus  shall  be  revealeed  from  hea- 
ven with  his  mighty  angels,  In  flaming  fire  taking  vengeance  on 
them  that  know  not  God,  any  that  obey  not  the  gospel  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ :  Who  shall  be  punished  with  evenasting  de- 
struction from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  and  from  the  glory  of  his 
Dower;  When  he  shall  come  to  be  glorified  in  his  saints,  and  to 
be  admired  in  all  them  that  believe." 

We  have  now  shown  in  what  sense  Christ  fulfils  the  law,  and 
it  is  so  far  from  supporting  the  notion  of  unconditional,  final  ho- 
liness and  happiness  for  all  men,  that  it  is  an  important  link  in 
the  chain  of  facts  and  arguments,  by  which  we  reach  the  contra- 
ry conclusion.  I  will  not  now  continue  this  train  of  thought  fur- 
tner,  but  at  some  future  time,  will  present  my  views  of  the  na- 
ture of  God's  government,  and  in  so  doing,  I  shall  remove  the 
foundation  of  a  number  of  the  gentleman's  arguments. — [  Time 
expired. 

[BfR.  AUSTIN'S  rOUBTH  8PEKCH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — The  passage  last  quoted  by  Elder 
Holmes,  (2  Thess.  i.  7-10,)  I  shall  notice  on  the  next  question, 
when  it  will  undoubtedly,  again  be  brought  to  the  attention  of 
thetiudience.  There  are  a  few  remarks  I  wish  to  make  in  reply 
to  the  suggestions  of  my  friend,  and  then  I  pass  on  to  my  affirm- 
ative arguments. 

I  am  surprised  at  the  position  he  assumed  in  respect  to  man^s 
subjection  to  vanity. — (Rom.  viii.  20.)  I  understood  him  to  say 
I  maintained  that  God  subjected  his  children  to  vanity,  against 
his  own  will. 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^What  I  meant  was  against  the  will  of  man. 


by  tMr  wish  or  will.    Thus  has  our  heavenly  ] 
He  did  not  g^ve  us  the  privilege  of  choosing  ^ 
be  subjected  to  ranity  or  not.    He  ordered  out 
the  counsels  of  his  own  will  and  pleasure.    Ani 
by  his  whole  moral  character,  to  insist  that  ourl 
itv  or  imperfection,  was  designed  for  our  highv 
Although  I  may  not  be  able  to  describe,  or  evei| 
workings  of  the  Tast  moral  mechanism  of  the*Ali 
he  educes  light  from  darkness,  and  eood  from  eru 
it  not  the  less  sure,  that  such  will  be  the  final  r^ 
and  rracious  plans !     But  take  either  ^und,  oi 
friend  must  occupy — ^that  man^s  subjection  was  to 
him,  or^that  it  was  in  opposition  to  God^s  trt//,  am 
perfection,  and  wrong,  are  attributed  to  the  Great 
poses* 

For  the  want  of  better  matter,  the  Elder  worb 
material  again  and  again.  In  Tain  his  objectio 
and  destroyed.  Having  nothing  of  greater  forci 
arguments  are  brought  limping  in,  to  make  a  si 
time.  We  are  now  once  more  treated  to  the  vet 
and  ire/gA^y  argument  of  **The  Two  Chances  !^' 
if  his  doctrine  is  /a/«e,  then  qU  men  will  be  tave 
versalism  be  falser  then  those  who  believe  it  wil 
the  £vang[elicals  will  be  saved  !  I  have  already  i 
swered  this  most  groundless  and  unworthy  objei 
solely  to  men>  sordid  fears.  It  cannot,  therefor 
for  me  to  dwell  lone  upon  it  here.  If  the  Elder's  < 
then  all  men  will  oe  saved ! !  Here  is  logic  for 
surdity  of  the  idea  b  manifest. 
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GhiiatMMUiin,  «nd  it  still  gteilly  owtimmbcrs  mil  odier  «tetfl !    I 
wmM  adiriia  ny  brotker  and  iiis  aasociatw^  to  ^^iook  out  /"    Ilieir 
*'two  chaaceS)"  tnmagamstftfacm  wken  they  «ompaift  notes  with 
the  Calholiee!    On  die  other  haad,  shooM  UnwemUsm  prove 
h^mt^  there  is  no  oeftainty,  or  «reii  pnbakility,  that  UniTeraalists 
will  be  Imt  and  the  partisdists  eared!     I  have  already  demon- 
^tiated  in  this  diecassion,  that  whatever  sentiment  shall  finally 
prove:  true— ^however  imali§nant  and  wrathful  God  may  be— it  is 
certain  he  wiU  not'tnm  his  indignstion  towards  those  who  repre- 
sent him  in  the  light  of  a  wiae^  heaevolent  and  mensifol  Ruier-^a 
idad,  wmtehfiil  and  lonring  Pttrent !    JBut  t  if  any  class  may  antici- 
pate the  torments  of  a  future  world,  on  account  of  the  religions 
vopinions  they  propagate,  it  is  that  body  of  people  who  i^nd 
•their  days  in  describing  the  Parent  of  all — the  ocing  whose  name 
«ad  sia;ture'the  scri^ptiues  deeJare  to  be  ^^Loof^ — as  «o  destitute  of 
wisdom,  holiness  aad  mercy,  as  to  be  detecmined  to  thrust  hta  own 
-e&pnng  down  to  eternal  darkness  and  woe,  where  they  will  for- 
ewtx  sink  deeper  and  deeper,  m  blasphemy  and  sin  ! !    T^  ob- 
jection of  the  **two  chances,"  so  popular  with  a  certain  class 
-against  Uaiversalism,  is  a  very  weak  one  !    My  friend  will  par- 
don me  for  fzankly  dedaiine,  that  the  highest  dUstiaction  and  ho- 
nor to  which  it  can  be  possioly  entitled,  is,  that  it  is  nothing  more 
-or  less,  than  a  regular  ^^  old  woman^i  argmnmt  /  P^ 

Mr.  Holmes  eays,  he  did  not  assert  that  Universaliflm  is  the 
worst  kind  of  infididihf !  I  am  happy  to  hear  the  explanation, 
and  am  really  flad  to  believe  my  brother  was  not  so  UBoandid. 
It  seems  then,  that  my  opposer  oonsiders  Univeraalism  as  infidel- 
fty,  thoii^  not  the  worst  kind.  This  stereotyped  cry  of  '*  infi- 
delity !"  »  one  of  the  most  stupid,  that  men  possessing  a  common 
degree  of  good  sense  can  indulge  in.  It  can  only  influence  a 
class  of  prejudiced  and  ignorant  minds,  who  have  not  aufikient 
knowledge  to  know  what  infiddky  really  is — ^while  it  must 
disgust  the  enlightened  and  candid,  of  all.denominatioos !  When 
wiU  theolo^ans  learn  that  calling  Aonf  names,  and  ^making  up 
mouths,"  is  but  the  last  resort  of  men  who  feel  their  cause  to  be 
-defenceless  and  sinking !  The  Elder  possesses  too  Bmoh  ^$ood 
sense  not  to  see  the  i&surdky  of  chaiging  tnfiddity^  on  a  class 
who  aresurpassed  by  none  in  their  firm  belief  of  Ckris^ruty/ 
.However,  this  is  an  old  fallacy  to  which  ike  and  his  associates  have 
-ao  lone  been kabituated,  that  it  has  become  a  second  nature.  That 
.side  of  the  house  have  lor  years  considered  it  a  master-stroke  of 
jpoftcy,  when  thev  could  not  arrest  the  pvogess  of  Universalism  by 
fair  and  hon<nrabIe  means,  to  bespatter  its  pure  and  heavenly  teach- 
inca,  with  the  cry  of  wfidektyJ/  No  matter  that  Uxuversalists 
b^eve  in  God,  as  the  Creator,  Ruler  and  Father  of  the  worid  ! 
No  amtter  that  they  believe  in  Jesus  Christ  as  the  Son  of  God^- 
ihe  Mediator  .between  the  Creator  iand  his  eseatutes,  and  the  Sa- 
^ioz  ol.  men !    No  jnatterlhat  .they  beliere  m&  4he  lUamX  iixLr 

8»  -  ^^ 


.  ^j  ..uui  ue  responsibuity  of  attempani 
mir  sentiments  by  a  course  of  sound  argumentadi 
Holmes  may  indulge  in  this  species  of  warfare  to^ 
chooses.  I 

He  declares  that  if  Unirersalism  is  true,  so-cal 
must  be  infiddihf.    And  if  partialism  is  true,  Univen 
infiddity  f    This  may  pass  for  sound  reasoning  an 
discerning  portion  of  those  who  sympathize  wim  fj 
But  a  large  class  of  his  own  friends,  cannot  fail  to  \ 
honorable  name.    That  there  are  many  infidel  rie^ 
among  the  partialist  sects  there  cannot  be  a  doubt.  ^ 
litf  in  Crod  as  the  Father  of  all  men,  and  as  one  wl 
tinue  the  watchful  and  lorin^  Father  of  all  forever !  1 
belitf  of  his  positive  declaration  that  he  ^^  will  have  a 
savtd,  and  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  truth'' — (1 1 
Their  unbelief  of  his  solemn  OATH,  that  in  due  timi 
*^  every  knee  shall  bow  and  every  tongue  shall  swear, 
say,  In  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strenj^h'' 
23)--Their  unbdUf  of  the  ^reat  fundamental  pnncip 
moral  government,  that,  *^  though  hand  join  in  hand, 
SHALL  NOT  be  Unpunished" — (Prov.  xi.  21) — ^Thcir 
Christ  as  the  Son  of  God,  rather  than  as  Grod  him 
unbelief  in  Christ's  words,  when  he  declares  he  ^ 
his  Father  to  save  th«  world"— -(John  xii.  47) — 1 
lief  in  his  declaration  that  it  was  his  "  meat  to  do  th 
him  that  sent  me,  [i.  e.  save  all  men — 1  Tim.  ii.  4,]  a 
ISH  his  work  !"^John  iv.  34.)    All  this  unbelief  is  i 
than  sheer  infidelitt  ! ! !     Yet  I  do  not  denominate 
delsy  who  have  unfortunately  allowed  their 
into  this  great  faithlessness,  for  th^ 
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quire  what  it  is  mea  are  to  be  saved  hom,  it  inlorms  as,  salva- 
Uoo  is  from  SIN ! ! !— (Matt.  i.  21.)  But  the  Rev.  David  Holmes 
insists  this  is  nothing  !  Why  ?  Because  ever3rthiBg  that  does 
not  support  the  falsely  called  Evangelical  platform,  to  which  he 
is  chained  hand  and  foot,  must  be  denounced  as  groundless  and 
good  for  nothing,  even  though  such  a  decision  casts  disparage- 
ment, and  eyen/aUehood,  on  God's  own  word ! 

Mr.  Holmes  has  referred  to  my  figure  of  the  growth  of  a  tree. 
He  charges  me  with  maintaining  that  God  has  created  man  with 
an  impure  and  perverted  nature,  and  then  inquires  if  the  Creator 
ever  lormed  a  rottem  tree  ?  I  reply,  God  does  not  create  rUten 
trees  ;  neither  does  he  usher  into  existence  depraved  beings  /  He 
has  wholly  mistaken  my  position  in  regard  to  man^s  original  na- 
ture. So  far  from  contending  that  he  is  created  with  a  corrupt 
and  perverted  nature,  I  take  the  exact  opposite  ground — as  I  did 
in  a  previous  debate  with  Mr.  Parks,  a  brother  of  the  Elder's.  If 
Mr.  P.  informed  him  otherwise,  he  has  misrepresented  my  views. 
I  insist  that  Deity  forms  his  intelligent  ofispring,  innocent  and 
pure — that  at  birtn,  the  infant  has  no  moral  contamination  in  its 
nature.  But  it  is  placed  in  subjection,  or  exposure  to  eanity,  in 
the  incipient  stages  of  its  existence .  This  exposure  erows  out  of  two 
of  the  most  important  and  valuable  laws  of  our  nein^,  viz.  Pro- 
gression  and  Freedom/  Pro^ssion  towards  pefftetun^  cannot 
exist,  unless  it  commences  in  imperfection.  Neither  can  there  be 
an  exercise  of  moral  freedom^  without  an  exposure,  or  liability, 
to  sin !  Under  the  operation  and  influence  of  these  two  laws,  al- 
though at  first,  man  exhibits  great  moral  deficiency,  and  experi- 
ences much  unhappiness  and  evil,  yet  at  length  and  ultimately, 
he  is  elevated  to  a  perfection  in  holiness  and  happiness,  which 
would  have  been  beyond  his  reach,  under  the  operation  of  any 
other  conceivable  class  of  circumstances.  To  illustrate  this  law 
of  man's  progression,  I  introduced  the  figure  of  the  twig  and  i^ 
growth  to  a  fruit-bearing  tree.  I  think  these  views  are  under- 
stood and  appreciated  by  the  audience,  if  not  by  my  opponent. 

What  is  nis  position  on  this  subject  ?  It  is  virtually  this : — 
That  God  creates  man  with  a  corruht  nature,  and  then  punishes 
him  forever,  because  he  is  corrupt !  His  arrument  to  disprove 
my  views,  is  a  precious  specimen  of  logical  deduction.  He  rea- 
sons that  because  the  Creator  does  not  brin^  mankind,  in  this  in- 
troductory state  oi  their  being,  into  a  condition  oi  perfect  holiness 
and  happiness,  we  must  therefore  conclude  he  will  never  do  sO| 
in  any  future  state  or  stage  of  their  existence.  Moreover,  he  con- 
tends that  if  men  are  exposed  to  imperfection  and  sin  in  this  life, 
in  accordance  with  God's  will  and  purpose,  it  may  be  in  aecor* 
dance  with  the  same  will  and  purpose,  to  subject  them  to  imper- 
fection and  sin  in  the  next  world .'  On  this  principle  of  reason- 
ing, because  Uie  twig  does  not  bear  fruit  when  it  snoots  from  the 
earth,  in  its  first  sts^e  of  existence,  it  will  never  pi^doiM  iroixX 
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Or,  because  it  is  in  aoeordance  with  God's  will  and  purpose,  that 
the  twi^  is  not  a  tree,  and  does  not  produce  fruit  when  it  com- 
mences  its  mwth,  we  must  conclude  it  will  be  in  accordance  with 
his  will  ana  purpose,  that  it  shall  ne^er  be  a  tree,  and  never  bear 
fruit!  Assuredly  this  is  ^^deep  water  !*'  Tlieee  points  have  al- 
ready been  thoroughly  discussed.  Perhaps  Mr.  Holmes  would 
like  to  go  over  the  ground  again ! 

My  mend  has  made  another  struggle  to  weaken  the  force  of 
m^  Argument  from  the  De$ire  of  Ood.  He  is  aware  that  argument 
fully  establishes  the  e^rmatiye  of  this  question,  and  places  it  be- 
Youd  his  reach.  But  something  must  be  said  against  it.  Hence  his 
Dopeles^  labor,  which  resulted  in  making  the  impotency  of  his 
efiorts  the  more  evident.  I  laid  it  down  as  an  important  truth, 
that  Jehovah  dssirks  the  salvation  of  all  men.  Elder  Holmes 
acknowledres  tiiie  legitimacy  of  this  position.  In  this,  he  ac- 
knowledged all  I  comd  ask,  and  virtually  surrendered  the  argu- 
ment into  my  hands.  For  the  scriptures  positively  declare  that 
whatsoever  God  dmnth,  «'that  he  DOETH  !"~-<Job  xxiii.  13.) 
My  friend  cannot  deny  that  Deity  does  whatever  he  detnres,  with- 
out he  denies  the  Bible !  God  desires  all  men  to  be  saved — he 
etoes  whatever  he  desires !  Hence  he  will  in  his  own  time,  save 
all  men  1 !  But  the  Elder  instead  of  acknowledging  in  a  frank 
and  manly  manner  the  irresistable  force  of  this  argument,  and 
yielding  up  the  debate,  strives  to  raise  obstacles,  in  man^s  present 
condition  and  nature,  to  show  that  God^s  desires  are  not  accom^ 
pliskdd  /  In  other  words,  he  is  laboring  with  all  the  talent  he 
possesses,  to  build  up  an  atheistical  argument,  going  to  show  that 
the  scriptares  uttered  a  wretched  FALSEHOOD  when  they  de- 
clare that  God  doeth  what  he  desireth  !  Now  I  humbly  submit  that 
when  the  Creator  has  declared  that  he  desires  to  do  a  certain  great 
and  good  work,  and  that  whatever  he  desireth^  he  doeth,  it  is  most 
irreverent  and  unreasonable  to  commence  raising  objections,  and 
to  take  the  strange  ground,  that  because  we  cannot  see,  with  our 
limited  capacities,  the  tvayj  and  means  by  which  God  will  satisfy 
his  desires,  therefore  he  will  never  satisfy  them ! !  But  I  leave 
my  friend,  on  this  point,  where  I  did  before.  He  insists  God  will 
HOT  do  whatever  he  DssntES — ^the  Bible  declares  he  WILL !  An 
atheist  might  decide  with  the  Elder,  but  can  a  Christian  hesitate  to 
believe  Gk>d,  before  man  I ! 

My  brodier  Holmes  also  notices  my  argument  from  the  F^fil- 
ment  of  the  Law  of  Love.  He  insists  that  when  Penaltu  is  inflic- 
ted. Law  is  fulfiUed.  Here  I  take  issue  with  him.  The  simple 
infliction  of  its  penalty,  does  not  fulfil  a  law.  It  is  not  fulflUed 
until  the  obisct  for  wnieh  it  was  established,  is  attained.  What 
is  the  object  of  the  law  against  slander  ?  Clearly  not  to  inflict 
penalty  meKly ;  but  to  deter  men  from  injuring  one  another's 
reputation.  Nor  can  tiiat  law  be  fulfilled,  until  its  object  is  ac- 
complishadt  «nd  all  men  ai<e  saved  from  a  disposition  to  slando' 
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thfiir  neiflibcR'.  So  inflietiiig  a  penaltv  on  men  for  yiolation  of 
the  moral  law  of  God,  does  not  fulfil  that  law.  The  administer- 
ing of  the  penalty,  is  but  one  of  the  ways  and  means,  which  the 
righteous  Judge  and  Father  has  established  to  secure  finally,  the 
sjeat  object  K>r  which  it  was  established,  viz.  to  cause  men  to 
loTe  God  and  one  another.  We  are  distinctly  assured  by  the 
Savior  himself,  that  God^s  moral  law  shall  be  fulfilled  in  every 
jot  and  tktU.  Hence,  when  it  is  at  length  fulfilled,  all  men  will 
e  brought  to  love  supremely  their  Creator,  and  their  neighbors 
as  themselves !     Then  all  will  be  holy  and  happy ! ! 

Mv  friend  opposite,  asserts  that  God's  law  provides  no  remedy 
for  those  who  disobejr.  This  declaration  shows  very  limited  re- 
flection. Is  not  forgiveness,  granted  on  genuine  repentance,  a 
provision  of  law— a  remedy^  not  to  save  men  from  the  lull  action 
of  law,  but  to  restore  them  to  obedience  and  happiness  %  Yea,  the 
very  penalty  which  law  inflicts  on  the  sinful,  is  designed  aa^ 
rtmsdy  for  tneir  disobedience.  Its  purpose  is  to  bring  men  to  re- 
pentance, and  repentance  entitles  them  to  forgiveness,  and  restores 
them  to  God's  approbation,  and  to  happiness ! 

I  now  proceed  to  introduce  my  Sixth  Argument  :-^ 

THE  LOVE  OF  GOD. 
PsOPOSiTXOir.— 1.  Th«  Creator  poMaMe*  a  sfdrit  of  Infinite  LoTe.  2.  HiaLoraas* 
tends  to  all  mankind^  and  will  endure  forerer.    3.  A  God  of  Lore  woald  not  create 
•l)r)ecte  beloved,  for  any  other  destiny  than  holineu  and  happineee.    4.  The  fact  that 
Deity  parposes  a  state  of  things,  is  ample  evidence  that  it  will  be  accomplished. 

Proof. — 1.  The  Creator  possesses  a  spirit  of  Infinite  Love. 
"We  have  known  and  believed  the  love  that  God  hath  to  us. 
God  is  Love ;  and  he  that  dwelleth  in  love,  dwelleth  in  God,  and 
God  in  him." — (1  John  iv.  16.)  St.  Paul  denominates  him,  "  the 
God  of  Love."— (2  Cor.  xiii.  11.) 

Dr.  Payson,  an  eloquent  orthodox  divine,  formerly  of  Portland, 
Me.,  thus  describes  God's  love :  "  In  the  words  ^  Grod  is  Love,* 
we  have  a  perfect  portrait  of  the  eternal  and  incomprehensible  Je- 
hovah, drawn  by  his  own  ^inerrine  hand.  The  mode  of  expres- 
sion here  adopted,  differs  materially  from  that  usually  employed 
by  the  inspired  writers,  in  speaking  of  the  divine  perfections, 
lliey  say  God  is  mercifu],  Grod  is  just,  God  is  holy.  But  never  do 
they  say,  Grod  is  mercy,  God  is  justice,  God  is  holiness.  In  this  in- 
stance on  the  contrary,  the  Apostle  instead  of  saying  God  is  loving^ 
or  good^  says,  God  is  IX)VE---love  itself.  By  this  expression  we 
must  understand  that  €rod  is  all  pure  unmixed  love,  and  that  the 
other  moral  perfections  of  his  character,  are  only  so  many  modi- 
^cations  of  his  love.  Thus  his  justice,  his  mercy,  his  truth,  his 
faithfulness,  are  but  so  many  difierent  names  of  his  love  or  good- 
ness. As  the  light  which  proceeds  from  the  sun,  may  be  easily 
separated  into  many  different  colors,  so  the  holy  love  of  (rod, 
which  is  the  light  and  glory  of  his  nature,  may  be  separated  into 
a  variety  of  moral  attributes  and  perfections.    But  t&o^^  ^^"^ 


"Mm  uoOi  wfW  18  rich  m  mercy,  for  his  ^^reat  love  % 
loved  us,  even  when  we  were  dead  in  sins,  hath  ^ 
together  with  Christ!"— -(Eph.  ii.  4,  6.) 

Thus  God  loves  ALL  MEN.  He  loves  them  whei 
love  him.  He  loves  them  while  tinnert — yea,  even  t 
sin !  This  is  true  Love.  It  is  the  Love  of  an  affecti 
even  for  ungrateful  and  disobedient  children.  Wi 
mag^ifv  God's  Love  too  much.  The  only  failure  w 
bly  make,  is  in  not  conceiving  it  as  GREAT  as  it  is. 
tor  will  through  all  time,  ana  through  all  Eternity, 
love.  He  is  immutable  and  unchangeable.  What  h 
he  will  love  forever/  ^*I  am  the  Lord,  I  change  n 
iii.  6.) 

3.  A  God  of  love  would  not  create  objects  belov 
other  destiny  than  holiness  and  happiness.  This  pos 
first  and  plainest  deduction  of  reason.  In  ushering  ol 
existence,  the  END  for  which  he  formed  them,  must 
one  sanctioned  by  infinite  Love.  The  conclusion  is 
that  his  object  was  to  elevate  them  to  a  state  of  em 
and  felicity !  Contemplate  Grod  before  a  single  bein] 
ted.  He  was  then  Lowe — ^Infinite  LOVE !  Not  Lc 
only,  but  Love  in  a  vast  boundless  reality.  He  di< 
from  necessity  or  compulsion,  but  from  pleasure. 
worthy,  O  Lord,  to  receive  glory,  and  honor,  and  pow( 
hast  created  all  things,  ana  for  thv  pleasure,  they  ari 
created.*' — (Rev.  iv.  11.)  Infinitely  happy  himself,  1 
ject  in  creating,  must  have  been  to  make  others  hap 
nish  himself  with  objects  upon  whom  he  could  lavii 
treasures  of  his  Love.  What  other  purpose  could  i 
have  had  in  view  1     Could  I^vw  <ta«»-  *     "^  ■ 
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ingf  Mif eedon,  and  happiness.  And  when  this  infinite  ocean 
overflows,  suns  and  worlds,  anrels  and  men,  start  into  existence!" 

God,  the  spirit  of  infinite  and  impartial  Love,  foresaw  from  the 
beginning,  what  woold  be  the  final  condition  of  every  being  he 
designed  to  create.  If  he  perceived  that  in  any  vfoy,  through  any 
eauu,  from  any  torn  in  anairs,  from  any  combination  of  circum- 
stances, from  any  abu»e  of  his  faculties,  powers,  opportunities,  or 
agencies,  the  existence  of  a  single  being  would  result  in  endless 
i0oe,  would  Infinite  Love  persist  in  creating  that  being— especially 
when  under  no  compulsion  ;  but  could  precisely  as  well  not  cre- 
ate, as  to  create  ? 

When  the  scriptures  declare,  Grod  reigns,  they  simply  assert  that 
Infinite  Love  reigns ;  for  *'  Ood  is  Love," 

"  Lore  Almif hty !  Lore  Almightj  I  unf , 
Exult  Creation :  Lore  Almighty  reigns, 
That  death  of  dbatbs,  that  cordial  of  despair, 
And  load  Eteraitj's  triomphant  song."— Youxa. 

When  the  scriptures  declare  God  doeth  his  will  in  heaven  and 
on  earth,  they  assert  that  Almighty  Lovjc  does  its  will  in  heaven 
and  on  earth !  Can  Love  Will  any  other  final  destiny,  than  one 
of  happiness  for  the  objects  of  its  regard  ?  The  fact  that  all  men 
were  created  by  the  Spirit  of  Love,  is  proof  positive,  that  that 
Spirit  saw  their  final  destiinr  was  one  whicn  would  be  desirous^  glo- 
rious, and  happy.  God  uxed  their  finaL  welfare  safe  beyond  all 
hazard  before  ne  ushered  them  into  existence.  Would  Love  create 
beings,  plainly  foreseeing  that  endless  evil  awaited  them  t  Would 
Love  voluntarily  put  into  hazard,  even  in  the  slightest  degree, 
the  everlasting  welfare  of  creatures  beloved  ?  Would  an  afiec- 
tionate  father  voluntarily  endanger  the  happiness  of  his  children, 
without  the  slightest  necessity  j^r  it  ?  Mankind  having  all  been 
created  by  a  God  of  love,  it  is  a  self-evident  conclusion,  that  their 
final  happiness  is  as  certain  as  OMNIPOTENCE  can  make  it ! 
As  certain  as  though  it  were  already  enjoyed  ! 

The  Love  which  God  bears  for  sill,  will  in  due  time,  produce 
returning  love  to  him,  in  all  hearts.  Love  is  irresistible .'  Mar- 
tin Farquhar  Tupper,  the  celebrated  author  of  Proverbial  Philos- 
ophy, says — ^^  Love  is  the  weapon  which  Omnipotence  reserved 
to  conquer  rebel  man,  when  all  the  rest  had  failed.  Reason  he 
parries ;  fear  he  answers,  blow  to  blow  ]  future  interests^  he 
meets  with  present  pleasure.  But  LOVE,  that  Sun  against  whose 
melting  beams  winter  cannot  stand — that  soft,  subdumg  slumber, 
which  wrestles  down  the  giant — there  is  not  one  human  creature 
in  a  million  I  not  a  thousand  men  in  all  the  earth's  huge  quintillion, 
whose  clay  heart  is  hardened  against  love ! "  Yea,  Itadd,  there 
is  not  one  human  soul  that  cannot  be  melted  by  it,  in  due  time ! 

4.  Whatever  Deity  purposes,  he  accomplishes,  '*  The  Lord  of 
hoetM  IB  wonderful  in  counsel,  and  excellent  in  working.*^ — C^ml* 


^PP^^sA  iu  xuiiniie  n^vil.     in  a  Universe  over  wnil 
Lore  r^ns,  Infinite  Eril  cannot  exist  through  an^ 
erer.    To  insist  that  it  can,  is  virtaally  to  contend  t 
trample  on  his  own  will  and  pleasure,  thwart  his  d 
and  contradict  his  own  nature.    The  sum  of  our  ar| 
is  this — ^The  God  of  Love  created  all  mankind,  desigl 
their  final  and  endless  holiness  and  happiness.    He  4 
and  accomplisheth  all  his  purposes.     Hence  all  men 
will  be  broueht  into  a  condition  of  purity  and  bliss.^ 
To  avoid  the  conclusions  to  which  this  argument  \ 
must  wilfully  shut  our  eyes  to  all  the  light  of  Rer^ 
trample  the  Uod-like  faculty  of  Reason,  into  the  dust 
feet !     Evil  and  wretchedness  cannot  exist  a  moment 
mission  of  the  Most  High.    When  God  has  declarer 
Love,  who  dare  charge  him  with  immortalizing  m 
Who  dare  charge  such  a  being  with  creatine  millions 
oflbpring,  clearly  foreseeing  that  they  would  roll  in  € 
ny !     If  my  brother  will  have  the  presumption  to  m 
charge,  as  he  virtually  does,  to  him  belongs  th6  respc 
casting  infamy  and  imperfection  on  his  Creator  and  ] 
thank  Grod  that  I  am  not  driven  to  so  dire  a  necessity 
support  a  doctrine  absurd  and  monstrous  in  every  U 
I  am  not  compelled  to  draw  a  veil  over  the  most  brigl 
tiful  characteristics  of  "  the  €rod  of  love,"  to  pve  son 
ity  to  arfl;ument8  attributing  to  him  abominations  of  th 
and  terriole  description  !     Most  grateful  am  I  that  a  \ 
been  given  me,  to  support  which,  my  legitimate  art 
to  be  drawn  from  the  most  valuable,  attractive,  and  gl 
acteristics  and  perfections  of  Jehovah.    I  can  but  est 
as  in  the  hifthest  decree  honnr^/i  in  *»-^i-— •  -  --     -     ■ 
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I  would  be  obliged  lo  the  gentlemiLn  If  he  would  infonn  me  where 
he  gets  the  qnolalion  he  t^  fiom  Dr.  Payson.    Dr.  Fa^aoa  woa 

always  conaiBtant  with  himself,  and  wiFh  hia  doctrinal  riewa,  and 
if  my  fiiead  had  read  on  a  little  farther,  the  Dr.  would  have  ex- 
plained himself,  and  ahowa  how  the  attributes  of  God  harmonize, 
in  the  eiercise  of  divine  love,  in  his  distributive  administration,  to- 
wards the  wicked,  as  well  as  the  righteous.  Mr.  Austin  has 
quoted  so  much  as  suited  bis  purpose,  and  no  more.  I  do  not 
Bieation  this  for  the  purpose  of  complaining  of  his  method  of  quo- 
ting the  writings  of  authors — thougn  1  sh^l  set  him  right,  belora 
the  discussion  closes,  if  I  can  obtain  the  work  from  which  the  pas- 
sage was  taken.  On  the  whole,  I  think  my  friends  last  speech 
was  eloquent,  about  the  best  I  have  heard  from  him. 

When  I  come  lo  speak  of  the  government  of  God,  it  will  be 
■nfficiently  plain,  how  God's  love  arises,  is  exercised,  and  harmo- 
nizes, with  the  decision  which  excludes  the  finally  iocorrigable, 
from  the  kingdom  of  Heaven. 

I  wish  the  audience  to  observe,  that  my  opponent  frankly  ac- 
knowledges, he  cannot  tell  how  God's  paternal  government  is  to 
bringaboultheTesultscontendedfor.  Andyet  he  wishes  you  lo  trust 
your  dearest  interests  upon  it.  All  men  are  to  be  holy  and  hap- 
py because  God's  government  is  paternal,  and  yet  he  cannot  tell 
now  such  an  administration  is  to  produce  the  result.  He  wishes 
you  to  shut  your  eyes  to  all  difficulties  and  dangers,  and  trust  im- 
plicitly in  the  efficacy  of  a  bliitd  and  intiplicame  proposition.  In 
Another  place,  he  says,  all  we  know  of  itie  operation  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  God,  as  a  Father,  is  learned  from  the  paternal  govern- 
ment on  earth — and  forthwith  he  takes  the  position,  that  what  a 
good  earthly  father  would  do  (having  sufficient  wisdom  and  pow- 
er) to  make  his  children  happy,  fW  God  will  do  for  the  whole 
human  family,  flow  I  have  already  shown  you,  that  tile  essen- 
tial elements  in  the  administration  of  God,  are  moral  law.  and 
moral  deiert,  which  is  not  true  of  the  paternal  government  among 
men.  I  have  also  shown  you  the  utter  incongruity,  between  ' 
what  God  does,  or  permits,  in  his  moral  administration,  and  what 
a  good  earthly  father  vioidil  do,  for  the  good  of  his  children,  had  , 
he  infinite  wisdom  and  power,  and  nothing  that  my  friend  has  '■ 
yet  said,  has  in  the  least  removed  this  incongruity. 

The  gentleman  also  represents  me  (with  many  others)  as  teach- 
ing the  eternal  perdition  of  men,  for  mere  error  in  opinion.  Bift 
this  is  not  true  of  me— nor  do  I  believe  it  to  be  true  of  any  one. : 
I  believe  God  deals  with  men  on  principles  of  equity — and  holds 
them  responsible  for  the  light,  opportunity  and  power,  he  ha^  ' 
given  them  to  know  and  do  his  will.  The  principles  of  his  mor-_. 
al  government— the  constitution  he  has  given  man  under  that', 
goveromenl,  the  degree  of  moral  light  and  ability  afibrded  his  sub-  'j> 


Beo  to  the  Gentile." 

My  friend  complains  of  the  manner  in  which  I< 
tvanadical^  I  have  not  applied  this  term  to  my  systel 
for  the  purpose  of  reflecting  upon  his  theory,  but  foj 
distinction.  But  since  he  has  referred  to  this  point,! 
ceal  my  firm  belief,  that  the  term  as  applied  to  my  syj 
ly  correct,  while  it  would  be  a  misnomer^  if  applied.  I 

In  regard  to  the  definition  of  salvation,  once  mn 
contended  in  this  discussion,  that  there  is  no  way  ii 
can  save  men  from  their  sins,  without  saving  them  f 
ishment  due  their  sins.  Mr.  Austin  contends  there  is 
is  a  wide  distinction.  To  sustain  his  view,  he  definet 
be,  the  saving  of  men  from  commission  of  sin.  Ti 
of  this  definition,  is  of  itself  proof  of  the  necessity  < 
more  explicit.  I  want  to  know  whether  my  f riend^s  ti 
it  necessary  that  men  should  be  saved  from  the  comn 
in  this  life  ?  and  also  how  they  are  saved— ^wfaeth* 
brought  under  the  power  of  physical  death,  or  by  the 
which  will  be  a  physical  event.  Or  finally,  is  this 
be  effected  by  the  gospel  ?  If  so,  does  the  saving  pow< 
pel  extend  to  another  world,  or  is  it  confined  to  this  \ 
be  confined  to  this  world,  how  are  those  to  be  save< 
the  gospel  and  die  without  salvation  ?  If  it  extend 
world,  by  what  agency  is  it  to  be  preached  there,  an 
bear  on  the  moral  condition  of  the  sinner  ?  Now  a 
man  wishes  us  to  believe  that  all  men  will  be  save 
is  bound  to  give  us  explicit  information  on  these  poin 
evade  the  issue  if  he  pleases — but  I  shall  continue  t( 
his  attention,  these  important  questions. 
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perfect  in  their  natnre,  bat  dekverence  from  that  state  into  which 
God  subjected  them,  '^  not  willinel]|r/*  But  the  tree  is  created  in  a 
state  of  physical  perfection  :  ana  its  improvement  is  not  deliver- 
ance from  original  rottenness,  imposed  on  it  by  its  Creator,  but  an 
expansion  of  the  perfect  elements  if  its  perfect  constitution .  There 
is  all  this  difference  between  the  subject  and  the  illustration ;  hence 
I  said  to  make  the  figure  applicable  to  the  subject,  he  should  find 
a  tree  created  in  a  state  of  rottenness :  but  as  Grod  never  created  a 
rotten  tree,  the  illustration,  so  far  from  explaining — really  con- 
tradicts his  theory.  I  deny  most  positively,  and  emphatically, 
that  the  Bible  any  where  teaches  that  man  was  originally  created 
in  an  imperfect,  state  or  in  a  state  of  unavoidable  subjection  to  van-- 
ityy  or  sin  and  misery.  The  physical,  intellectual,  and  moral  consti- 
tution of  man  were  originally  free  from  defect,  they  were  only 
imperfect  in  a  sense  that  admits  of  the  expansion  of  those  powers, 
already  existing  in  a  state  of  physical  mental  and  moral  perfec- 
tion. The  idea  that  God  subjected  man  to  a  condition  of  sin  and 
misery,  against  his  will,  is  monstrous — and  comes  directly  in 
the  face  of  the  gentleman's  brilliant  descriptions  of  the  love  of 
God. 

Though  I  have  already  remarked  incidentally  on  Mr.  Austin^s 
argument  from  the  love  of  God,  yet  I  will  now  give  it  a  more 
particular  consideration.  He  has  taken  great  pains  to  frame  this 
argument  so  as  to  cover  its  weak  points,  and  produce  the  best 
possible  impression,  but  by  the  aid  of  scripture,  and  a  little  com- 
mon sense  logic,  we  shall  be  able  to  dissect  it  and  expose  its  fal- 
lacies. 

1.  love  is  not  an  attribute,  but  an  emotion  of  the  mind :  hence 
like  other  emotions,  such  as  fear  and  hatred,  it  has  no  indepen- 
dent existence — is  not  an  essential  element  of  nature,  depenos  in 
its  exercise  upon  external  circumstances,  and  must  vary  in  its 
character,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  object  which  calls  it 
forth.  It  is  not  safe  to  build  an  argument,  in  so  grave  a  case  as 
this,  upon  a  mere  emotion  or  affection  of  the  divine  mind,  con- 
sidered abstractly  from  the  principles  of  his  government,  and  the 
harmonious  exercise  of  his  attributes. 

2.  As  Grod  is  the  first  source  of  all  science,  hence  the  principles 
of  moral  philosophy  have  their  foundation  in  the  divine  charac- 
ter. But  on  these  principles,  that  which  is  loved  by  a  holy  be- 
inff,  must  be  lovely  in  itself,  must  have  some  quality  adapted  to* 
call  forth  love,  and  must  be  morally  assimilated  to  the  character 
of  the  beiiig  who  loves.  This  is  certainly  true  of  the  love  of  ap- 
probation or  complacency.  There  may  be  love  of  pity,  or  com- 
passion, without  complacency,  and  it  was  in  this  sense  that  *^God 
eo  loved  the.  world,"  as  to  make  provision  for  their  salvation. 
But  only  that  which  is  morally  lovedy,  can  he  love  with  the  love 
of  approbation  and  delight. 
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3.  That  God  ^*can  do  nothing  bnt  love/'  is  not  tm 
it  contradicts  the  scriptures.     Dr.  Payson,  from  whol 
gaa^  is  taken,  never  intended  to  use  it  in  an  un^ual^ 
or,  if  he  did,  it  would  make  no  difference,  since  it  is  flat) 
to  the  word  of  God.    God  is  said  to  be  displeased  wit 
to  be  ^'  angry  with  the  sinner  every  day.^'     I  admit  tl 
thing  in  the  nature  of  God  which  answers  to  revengefi 
such  as  man  in  his  condition  of  depravity,  exhibits  to 
fellow-men,  yet  it  is  a  feeling  of  opposition  and  disap 
towards  those  who  transgress  his  holy  law.     My  frien 
dispute  that  the  Bible  abounds  in  expressions  that  cant 
plained  in  any  other  way,  than  on  supposition  that  ther 
mind  of  God,  a  feeling  of  disapprobation — of  displeasun 
indignation  a^inst  those  who  love  depravity  and  pre 
What  did  Isaiah  allude  to,  but  this,  when  he  said,     *^< 
will  praise  thee  :  though  thou  wast  angry  with  me,  th: 
is  turned  away,  and  thou  comfortest  me.^'-— (xii.  1.) 

It  is  also  said  in  the  scriptures,  just  as  specifiuUly  and 
callyy  just  as  unqualifiedly,  and  absolutely,  *^  Grod  is  a  ci 
fire,"  as  it  is  that  ne  ^^  is  love."  And  the  same  logic  th 
prove  the  salvation  of  all  men  from  the  latter  passage 
prove  the  damnation  of  all  men  from  the/arm^.  It  is  ) 
**  it  is  a  fearful  thing  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  living 
(Heb.  X.  31 ;  xii.  29.)  If  these  passages  and  their  contes 
prove  that  God  exercises  a  feeling  towards  those  who  ai 
tious  and  do  not  obey  the  truth," /ar  different  from  that 
possesses  towards  his  loving  and  obedient  children,  I  ai 
at  a  loss  to  understand  the  meaning  of  language,  or  the 
terms.     Observe. — I  do  not  believe  tnat  thi«Tft« 
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voice  of  natnre.    Get  some  commanding  eminence,  and  look  out 
npon  God's  universe.    If  we  had  no  voice  announcing  from  his 
word,  *^  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten 
Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  on  him  mi^t  not  perish,  but  have 
everlasting^  life,''  what  conclusion  should  we  draw  from  the  facts  . 
exhibited  in  nature  'i    What  conclusion  have  the  heathen  come 
to?     Their  consciences  tell  them  they  are  guilty — and  nature 
proclaims  Grod  an  avenger  of  guilt — a  being  of  terribli:  maj£s- 
TT.     I  know  nature  gives  many  indications  of  the  wisdom  and 
goodness  of  God.    Tne  flowers  exhibit  their  beauty,  and  emit 
meir  fragrance,  grateful  to  the  sense  of  man.    The  grass  is  green 
— rthe  rain  of  heaven  descends  upon  the  just  and  upon  the  unjust. 
The  birds  sing  sweetly,  the  sun  shines  brightly;  and  when  his 
disc  is  hid : 

"Thu  moon  awakes,  and  with  hw  Tirgin  ■tari. 
Walks  in  the  heaTens,  conTeninc  as  she  walks, 
Of  pari tj,  of  holiness,  and  God." 

But  then  there  is  another  side  to  this  picture.  There  are  moan- 
ing winds,  and  blighting  frosts,  and  winter  blasts.  There  are 
storms  as  well  as  sunshine.  There  are  times  when  nature  groans, 
and  seems  to  die,  while 

"  God  and  angels  come  to  laj  her  in  the  tomb." 

What  means  the  pestilence  which  ^^  walketh  in  darkness,"  and 
the  *^ destruction  which  wasteth  at  noonday."  What  means  thai 
dreadful  scourge  the  cholera,  which  with  fearful  visage,  marches 
on — and  on — and  onward  still,  with  giant  tread,  from  continent 
to  continent,  interrupting  the  relations  of  life,  and  devouring  its 
thousands  at  a  meal?  What  means  the  sweeping  tornado  wnich 
ipeeds  its  furious  course,  spreading  destruction  of  property  and 
life  wherever  it  comes,  and  then  turning  into  calm  and  sunshine, 
as  if  to  mock  the  joys  and  hopes  of  men,  it  looks,  and 

'*  smiles,  at  the  ruin  it  has  wrought." 

What  means  the  inward  rumbling,  trembling,  upheaving  of 
the  quaking  earth — the  burning  lava  which  rushes  down  the 
mountain  side,  consuming  every  green  thing,  and  overwhelming 
villages,  cities,  and  their  inhabitants  in  one  common  and  dread- 
ful destruction.  To  these  examples  of  Grod's  severity  we  might 
add  the  drowning  of  the  old  world,  and  the  many  other  marks  of 
terrible  vengeance  which  God  has  executed  upon  the  nations  of 
the  earth.  Can  God  *^do  nothing  but  love  ?"  If  nature  speaks 
of  God's  love,  it  also  speaks  of  his  severitif  and  justice.  From 
the  foregoing  facts,  it  must  be  evident,  that  if  hope  prevails  over 
fear  and  despair,  it  will  be  because  of  the  gracious  assurance  of 
revelation.  The  Bible  assures  us  there  is  a  disposition  in  the 
mind  of  €rod  to  forgive  sin,  and  that  he  that  confesseth  and  for- 
laketh  his  sins  sh^find  mercy.    But  neither  Reve\a.\icMi  noi  iai* 


^ci  lo  tne  wnoie  human  race  f    (rod's  ioTe  is  asi 
it  ever  will  be — it  will  possess  no  elements  or  inflii 
beyond  what  it  possesses  naw^  but  it  does  not  wA 
man  holiness  and  happiness,  how  then  is  it  to  el 
hereafter.     It  has  been  as  true  for  six  thotuand  jp 
*^  God  is  love/^  as  it  is  ncw^  and  yet  the  world  haai 
depravity  and  misery  during  the  whole  period.     Ni 
of  God  acts  upon  human  character  and  condition  a) 
pective  of  human  agency  or  the  principles  of  mora( 
why  has  it  not  removed  degradation  and  misery  \ 
verse  ?    It  has  not  done  so,  out  on  the  contrary,  tib 
become  more  and  more  depraved  and  wretched  i\ 
lived  !     The  conclusion  is  unavoidable,  that  the  ai 
roneoos ;  for  that  which  has  not  produced  holiness  i 
in  the  ages  that  are  passed,  and  is  inefficacious  to 
can  be  no  sufficient  security  for  holiness  and  happin 
ture. 

6.  Mr.  Austin  argues  again  from  the  love  of  God 
as  follows:  Endless  misery  is  an  evil.  If  men  ai 
erable,  God  will  make  them  so ;  but  this  he  oannc 
he  cannot  be  the  author  of  evil :  therefore  all  men  ' 
holy  and  happy.  Here  is  another  specimen  of  thi 
slip-shod  logic.  I  am  sometimes  really  at  a  loss 
whether  my  friend  intends  to  deceive  the  audience,  < 
lacks  the  discernment  necessary  to  detect  the  fallaci 
argument,  and  is,  therefore,  htmself  deceived.  In  t 
which  he  arrives  at  the  above  deduction,  there  arc 
mere  assumptions.  First,  he  assumes  that  endless 
is  morally  wrong,  for  this  is  the  sense  in  which  I  ui 
to  use  the  term  evil.    But  thi«  /l*n— A— 4*.t— i-^ 
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period,  does  not  change  its  moral  character.  Third :  Be  assnmes 
that  God  make$  the  sinner  miserable.  Let  us  suppose  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  that  this  is  true.  The  same  logic  that  would 
prove  it  wrong  to  make  the  sinner  miserable  forever,  would  also 
prove  it  wrong  to  nuike  him  miserable,  or  occasion  his  unhappi* 
ness  for  a  limited  period.  For  we  have  already  seen  that  tne 
moral  character  of  punishment  is  not  determined  by  mere  dura- 
tion. But  it  is  not  true  that  God  occasions  the  misery  of  sinful 
men  ;  they  cause  their  own  misery  by  assuming  such  an  attitude 
to  the  law  and  government  of  God,  as  to  make  their  own  unhap- 
piness  a  natural  and  necessary  consequence ;  and  continuing  this 
attidude  of  hostility  and  rebellion  in  utter  rejection  of  the  terms 
of  reconciliation,  tkey  alone  are  responsible  for  the  consequence 
to  themselves,  though  it  be  endless  perdition.  I  will  close  my 
reply  to  the  argument  from  the  love  of  God,  by  a  remark  or  two 
on  the  divine  paternity. 

Mr.  Austin  has  urged  repeatedly,  that  what  a  good  father 
would  do,  he  liaving  sufficient  wisdom  and  power,  that  God  will 
do  for  the  whole  family  of  man.  But  the  common  sense  of  every 
father  here,  teaches  him,  that  if  he  had  the  power  and  wisdom 
requisite  to  reform  his  children,  and  make  them  virtuous  and 
happy  tpithout  punishment,  he  would  do  it  without  delay.  Does 
not  my  friend  see  the  conclusion  to  which  his  course  of  reasoning 
conducts  him  ?  He  virtually  takes  the  ground,  that  Qod  has 
neither  wisdom  nor  power  to  bring  men  to  neaven  and  happiness, 
without  first  making  them  sinful  and  miserable.  Carry  out  the  prin« 
ciple,  and  where  will  it  lead  to  ?  Men  must  become  drunkards 
before  they  can  become  temperate  and  sober — knaves  before  they 
can  be  honest  men — and  liars  before  they  can  learn  to  speak  the 
truth.  For  heaven^s  sake  my  friend,  renounce  your  theory,  or  in- 
vent some  better  way  to  support  it. 

I  trust  I  have  now  given  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  much  lau- 
ded argument  from  the  love  of  God.  I  have  shown  its  defection 
in  no  less  than  six  particulars,  each  of  which  destroys  its  validity 
and  vitiates  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  drawn  from  it.  Let  Mr. 
Austin  overthrow  either  of  my  positions  if  he  can.  I  invite  him 
to  the  trial.  And  let  him  not  seek  to  mistify  the  subject  by  flour- 
ishes, bat  in  a  fair  and  manly  way,  take  hold  of  the  naked  prin- 
ciple and  remove  it 

I  will  now  introduce  my  second  negative  argument.    Universal-  ^ 
ism  makes  God  the  author  of  all  the  sin  in  the  universe.     This  foi-v  9 
lows  as  a  legitimate,  and  indeed,  unavoidable  corollary,  frorA'^^^i 
number  of  the  positions  already  taken  by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  dii^t 
cussion.^   Besides,  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  system  lead  ^ 
to  the  ^me  conclusion.     We  have  already  seen  that  it  makes  sin 
proceed  from  the  physical  constitution  or  bodily  portion  of  our  na- 
ture.    The  leading  writers  of  Universalism  would  not  take  ground 
to  o^nsive  to  common  sense*  were  it  not  neceBsary  \o  vsxY^otM 
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physical  ominizationi  as  Ballou  teaches,  nothini 
than  that  &>d  is  the  intelligent  and  desinging  a1 
in  this  sense  that  we  are  to  understand  the  gentli 
God  **  subjected  the  human  race  to  vanity,  not  \ 
posed  on  them  the  necessity  of  becoming  sinner! 
with  Mr.  Parks,  Mr.  Austin  took  the  ground 
man  in  an  imperifect  and  impure  state. 

Mr.  Austin. — That  was  not  my  ground. 

Mr.  HoLB(£8. — Well,  he  takes  that  ground  1 
did  there  or  not,  and  this  is  sufficient  for  my 
He  has  told  us  that  man^s  physical  constitutio 
but  that  which  prompts  to  sin,  must  itself  be  ir 
God  gave  man  tnis  constitution  originally,  he  c 
impenect  and  impure  state.  Mr.  Ballou  reachi 
elusion  by  a  process  somewhat  different.  He  t 
made  subject  to  vanity,  is  to  be  made  subject 
subject  to  sin  is  to  have  an  imperfect  constitutio 
to  sin,  and  that  God  gave  man  such  a  constitut 
says,  (on  Atonement  p.  31,)  natural  evil  is  the  n 
physical  organization,  and  moral  evil  flows  from  i 
this  chain  of  reasoning,  there  are  three  links  ini 
the  conclusion  is  precisely  the  same — God  is  t 
Again,  to  make  this  more  plain  and  emphatic,  h 
lecture  on  Rom.  viii.  20  :  "  The  opinion  that 
tuted  in  flesh  and  blood,  a  perfectly  holy  being 
'subject  to  vanity  by  5in,*  is  contrary  to  the  text 
tates  of  common  sense."  Nor  is  this  all j  this 
Atonement,  page  17,  23,  36.1 
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is."     That  18,  Grod  intended  every  thing  should  be  just  as  it  is, 
and  when  it  is. 

The  same  blasphemous  doctrine  is  taught  by  Mr.  A.  C.  Thom- 
as.    And  let  it  be  remembered,  that  Mr.  Thomas  is  one  of  the 
most  distinguished  and  popular  preachers  of  Universalism  on  the 
continent.     In*  the  judgment  of  Universalists,  he  remarks,  (disc, 
with  Dr.  Ely,)  **  man  is  a  moral  agent.     Nevertheless,  he  says,  we 
hold  that  he  who  gave,  has  power  to  impart  to  the  agency  of  man, 
such  impulses,  and  to  his  will  such  a  direction,  as  innnite  benevo- 
lence may  prompt."     Now  the  plain  import  of  this  is,  that  man  is 
a  moral  agent,  yet  no  otherwise  a  moral  agent,  than  as  he  acts 
under  divine  impulses,  imparted  to  his  agency  to  j^ive  to  his  will 
a  specific  direction.     Hence,  all  his  acts  are  accordmg  to  the  will 
of  God.     No  wonder  that  Ballou  should  say,  *'  God  had  no  more 
occasion  to  be  displeased  with  Adam  after  he  sinned,  than  before 
he  made  him,"  since  he  was  but  acting  in  obedience  to  that  im- 
pulse   imparted  to  his  agency  to  give  direction  to  his  will ;  and 
was,  Mr.  Thomas  being  judge,  carrying  out  the  benevolent  inten- 
tion of  his  Maker.    True,  fnend  Ballou,  God  had  no  occasion  for 
displeasure  towards  Adam,  nor  for  the  punishment  he  threatened, 
nor  for  excluding  him  from  paiadise  when  "  he  drove  out  the  man." 
No,  nor  had  he  any  occasion  for  displeasure  towards  the  Antedi- 
luvians, or  Sodomites,  who  all  fulfilled  the  intention  of  God,  by 
obeying  those  impulses  imparted  to  their  agency  to  give  direction 
to  their  wilM  !!!!  !  * 

Such,  also,  is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Rogers,  in  his  work  denomi- 
nated, •*  Pro  and  Con.  of  Universalism."  Mr.  Pingree,  in  his  dis- 
cussion with  Mr.  Rice,  took  the  same  ground.  I  have  been  thus 
particular  in  citing  authorities,  that  I  might  not  be  charged  with 
misrepresentation.  It  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism,  according 
to  these  writers,  that  God  is  the  Author  of  all  the  sin  in  the  uni- 
verse — by  open  avowal  and  unavoidable  consequence  from  their 
premises,  God  intended,  and  visited  the  human  mmd  with  the  im- 
pulses necessary  to  produce  everything  just  as  it  is  and  has  been. 
Now  look  at  the  absurdities  into  which  this  blasphemous  idea 
plunges  Universalism. 

1.  By  making  God,  in  intention,  purpose  and  impulse,  the  effi- 
cient author  of  sin.  It  robs  him  of  his  holiness  and  contradicts  his 
word,  which  declares  most  emphatically,  that  God  hates  sin,  and 
is  of  purer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity. 

2.  Universalism  charges /o//y  and  inconsistency  upon  Almighty 
God.  This  it  does  by  representing  that  he  has  given  man  a  con- 
stitution, designedly  so  imperfect  and  sinful  in  its  tendencies,  as  to 
subject  him,  necessarily^  to  the  commission  of  sin ;  and  that,  notwith- 
standing this,  he  proceeds  gravely  to  enact  a  law  against  sin,  that 
is,  be  places  man  in  circumstances  whert  he  must  sin,  and  cannot 
avoid  It,  and  then,  forsooth,  forbids  sin,  and  threatens  punishment 
it  h«  is  not  obeyed. 
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make  this  result  sure,  imparts  such  impxilses  as  are 
end  proposed.  He  declares  to  his  subjects  that  l 
them,  that  it  is  the  bane  of  their  felicity — and  y< 
them  in  a  state  of  subjection  to  sin  and  its  conseq 
pure  and  benevolent  desire  to  promote  their  hap; 
dares  he  has  **  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him 
benevolent  soul  is  pained,  when,  in  the  administr 
he  is  obliged  to  punish  the  sinner,  and  yet  he  hasi 
perfect  being,  and  visits  his  mind  with  sinful  impi 
that  he  may  commit  sin,  and  be  the  subject  of  puni 
consummate  hypocrisy ! 

4.  On  the  principles  above  set  forth,  God  is  cr 
inasmuch  as  he  punishes  men  for  doing  his  will, 
of  man,  the  author  of  sin,  and  the  author  of  punii 
bids  sin,  wills  sin,  and  punishes  sin — and  instes 
fountain  of  goodness  and  justice,  he  is  the  fount 
the  highest  example  of  injustice  in  the  universe. 
From  all  which,  I  present  for  the  consideratic 
.  a  dilemma  with  three  horns,  one  of  which  he  mus 
perfectly  immaterial  to  me  which  he  shall  select,  o 
up  his  theory.     1 .  God  gives  3,  false  account  of  h 
bie,  and  is  basely  hypocritical  in  his  admin istrati 
Bible  gives  a  false  view  of  the  character  and  gov 
and  is  therefore  not  a  divine  revelation  ;  or,    3.  Ui 
ti  false  view  of  the  Bible  and  its  glorious  Author,  i 
itself  utterly  false,  and  highly  blasphemous  in  its 
Let  me  solemnly  ask  this  respectable  audience, 
ing  to  risk  their  salvation  on  such  a  system  ? 
heaven,  make  a  better  selection. — iTime  eagytrarf. 
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asserting  that  UnlverBalism  denies  there  is  really  any  sin  at  all ; 
and  the  second  charging  it  with  making  God  the  author  of  all  sin  f  f 
The  one  of  these  objections  annihilates  the  other.  This  will  not 
do.  Elder !  It  is  a  poor  and  unpromising  b'eginning,  to  overthrow 
one's  own  arguments  at  the  first  go  off.  If  my  friend's  remaining 
batteries  are  not  aimed  better  than  these,  he  will  waste  his  ammu- 
nidon  for  nothing ! 

I  have  already  shown  that  Universalism  does  not  deny  the  exis- 
tence  of  sin.  The  charge  that  it  makes  God  the  author  of  sin,  is  \ 
equally  groundless.  Our  position  on  this  point,  is  simply  this : 
That  the  Creator  has  been  pleased  for  good  reasons  already  ex- 
plained, to  cause  the  endless  existence  he  has  conferred  on  men,  to 
commence  in  a  world  where  they  are  exposed  to  evil,  temptation  and 
sin !  He  does  not  compel  them  to  sin ;  but  has  given  them  power  i 
to  withstand  every  temptation.  When,  however,  they  fail  to  ex-  . 
erdse  their  self-control,  and  give  way  to  improper  prompting,  they  \ 
sin,  and  subject  themselves  to  just  punishment.  Who  so  blind  as 
not  to  see,  or  so  uncandid  as  not  to  acknowledge,  that  this  cannot 
in  any  proper  sense,  be  construed  as  attributing  the  authorship 
of  sin  to  the  Creator !  His  quotations  from  the  writings  of  Ballou 
and  Thomas,  when  received  in  the  li^ht  which  the  authors  inten- 
ded, fall  entirely  short  of  sustaining  his  char£:e.  The  views  enter- 
tained by  Universalists  in  regard  to  sin,  are  fully  sustained  by  the 
scriptures,  as  already  shown.  And  I  would  suggest  to  friend 
Holmes,  that  if  he  wishes  to  run  a  tilt  against  the  Bible,  he  can  do 
so.  But  I  desire  the  audience  and  the  public  to  undprstand,  that 
allowing  all  he  says  on  this  subject,  it  does  not  militate  in  the  least, 
against  the  affirmative  of  the  question  now  before  us.  | 

He  struggles  hard  to  overthrow  my  position,  that  if  a  state  of 
things  exists  in  this  life,  against  the  desire^  and  tri//,  and  purpose, 
of  God,  then  a  similar,  or  even  worse  state  of  things,  may  exist 
hereafter  and  forever,  against  his  desire,  will  and  purpose.  He 
knows  this  well  grounded  deduction  is  fatal  to  all  the  objections 
he  has  brought  or  can  bring,  against  my  course  of  reasoning.  How 
does  he  attempt  to  parry  its  force .'  In  a  way  that  is  certainly  ori- 
ginal. He  takes  the  ground  that  a  state  of  things  which  exists  in 
accordance  with  the  purpose  and  will  of  God  here,  may  exist  in 
in  accordance  with  his  purpose  and  will  hereafter  and  forever. 
Hence  if  man's  exposure  to  sin  in  this  life,  is  in  accordance  with 
God's  purpose  and  will,  then  it  may  be  in  accordance  with  his  pur- 
pose and  will  that  man  should  be  exposed  to  sin  hereafter  and  for- 
ever ! !  Is  this  his  logic — his  deep  water  ?  Is  there  no  difference 
between  a  state  of  things  which  exists  in  opposition  to  God's  will 
and  purpose — ^in  spite  of  his  intention  and  power — and  a  state 
which  AGREES  with  his  will  and  purpose  ?  Ii  an  exposure  to  sin 
and  evil  in  this  life,  is  in  opposition  to  God's  will  and  purpose,  as 
my  opponent  and  all  his  scnool  maintain,  then  it  i«  Wc^xJAft  V^ 
could  not  help  it,  and  had  no  tihility  to  prevent  it    Ueutt  \^<^  ivoi 


ne  will  allow,  much  less  compel ^  the  same  to  ej^ 
and  forever  /    He  permitted  wicked  men  to  pet 
his  Apostles,  in  this  life.    Does  this  prove  he  t) 
he  persecuted  in  the  next  life  and  forever  ?    Acc< 
of  Elder  Holmes  it  does.     But  in  this,  he  is  unf 
with  common  sense.     So,  because  God  permits  n 
to  ain  and  evil  in  this  world,  it  is  no  proof  he  v 
less  compel  them,  to  be  exposed  to  these  thin^  1 
ever !     Man's  subjection  to  imperfection  in  this  e 
a  definite  purpose — a  purpose  characterized  l)y  w 
ness.     Wnen  this  purpose  is  accomplished,  as  it  i 
as  certainly  as  that  God  is  a  perfect  being,  then  h 
subjection  to  cease ! 

My  friend  says  he  is  not  a  Calvintst.     I  am 
There  are  quite  few  in  our  days,  who  are  willing 
of  Calvinism.     Poor  John  Calvin  has  absolutely 
of  doors  by  his  own  spiritual  children.     They  v 
knowledge  him  as  a  father.     At  least  they  spu 
heartless  system,  as  unworthy  the  approbation 
Real  old  fashioned  Calvinists  are  very  scarce,  anc 
more  so. 

In  regard  to  my  allusion  to  the  various  systems 
vailed  respecting  the  Atonement,  my  friend  says 
of  opinions  grew  out  of  the  prevalence  of  Unitari 
is  not  a  full  statement  of  the  case.  Unitarian  vi< 
trine  of  the  strict  unity  of  God's  nature,  in  contra 
notion  of  a  plurality  ot  gods,  or  a  plurality  of  per 
head,  is  clearly  the  doctrine  of  both  the  Old  and  T 
No  sentiment  can  be  conveyed  in 
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have  fastened  a  monstrosity  so  palpable  on  a  system  as  elevated 
as  Christianity.  They  urged  it  as  near  this,  as  they  could  well  get 
it,  viz.  in  the  form  of  a  Tri-  Unity-^ot  three  persons  in  one  god- 
head, eqxud  in  power  and  glory — which  when  disrobed  of  all  mys- 
ticism, means  nothing  less  than  three  equal  gods  ! !  The  introduc- 
tion of  this  heathen  sentiment  led  immediately  to  endless  divisions 
and  discussions,  which  have  continued  at  intervals  down  to  our 
own  day.  And  in  this  we  discover  the  true  origin  of  all  the  dispu- 
tations which  have  rent  the  church  on  this  subject.  As  the  Dark 
Ages  came  on,  and  ignorance  increased,  and  the  converts  from  hea-" 
thenism  multiplied,  the  advocates  of  the  Trinity  gained  strength, 
until  at  length  they  became  the  majority  in  the  church,  and  by  vote 
of  Councils,  decreed  that  the  Trinity  was  a  true.  Evangelical  doc- 
trine. With  the  Trinity,  came  the  kindred  sentiment  of  Vicarious 
Atonement — that  one  of  these  three  gods  died  to  appease  the  wrath 
of  another,  and  to  liberate  mankind  from  the  punishment  of  their 
Sins !  That  this  doctrine  of  Atonement  came  from  heathenism,  is 
manifest  from  the  ridiculous  and  even  childish  form  in  which  it 
was  urged  and  held  by  those  who  first  advocated  its  adoption  in 
the  church.  I  will  ^ive  you  this  form  in  language  to  which  Elder 
Holmes  at  least,  will  not  object : — 

«*  The  devil  by  stratagem  and  fraud,  had  manared  to  get  the  hu- 
man race  under  his  control,  and  held  them  in  absolute  dominion. 
God,  being  interested  in  their  welfare,  sought  their  deliverance. 
This  he  might  have  effected  by  violence,  but  was  restrained  by  con- 
siderations of  justice.  He,  therefore,  offered  Christ  as  a  ransom, 
which  being  accepted,  the  human  race  was  set  at  liberty.  But  Sa- 
tan was  deceived  in  the  transaction.  For  he  supposed  Christ  to  be 
finite :  hence  when  he  proved  to  be  also  the  Son  of  God,  he  W^ 
unable  to  retain  him  in  his  power ;  and  consequently,  lost  both  his 
captives  z,nd  the  price  of  their  redemption.'* — [Elder  Holmes,  in  tht 
Methodist  Quarterly  Remew,  July,  1847.] 

The  plain  English  of  all  this,  is  as  follows :  The  devil  had 
.  fraudulently — wrongfully — ^got  all  mankind  in  his  possession.  God 
might  have  taken  them  away  by  force ;  but  Satan  being  such  an 
honest  and  honorable  character,  it  would  be  unji^st  to  rescue  his 
captives  by  force,  although  he  obtained  them  by  fraud.  Hence 
the  Deity  is  represented  as  making  a  bargain  with  him  to  give  him 
Jesus  Christ  in  exchange  for  all  mankind.  The  contract  was  clo- 
sed, and  the  transfer  made.  But  it  turned  out  that  the  devil,  cun- 
ning as  he  is,  was  confoundedly  cheated  in  the  trade.  For  Christ 
proved  to  be,  not  a  finite  man,  but  the  Son  of  God,  or  rather  the 
infinite  God  himself,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 
Hence  the  devil  could  not  hold  him,  and  he  lost  both  his  captives 
and  their  ransom  ! ! !  I  wish  the  audience  and  the  public  to  under- 
stand, that  this  is  the  first  form  in  which  the  modem  doctrine  of 
the  Atonement,  came  into  the  Christian  church.  Who  can  fail  to 
iee«  in  its  vulgar,  ignorant,  irreverent  features,^  ^ery  tnark  of  \\a 
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/CI  accoramg  to  my  friend's  doc&ini.    tCi 
some  way  not  exactly  exnlain^H   ^Jl  I    .  ^^^^^ 

Elder  Holmes  says  he  does  not  beUe™  n^  „• 
hell  tor  error  of  ooinion  '    J  Jl.  u  ^'°^  *' 

It  indicates  go^  ^^^and  Jom^id^TC"  t"  " 
where  does  ft  place  W;  S"„  W  l?\*l"*^ 
make  so  much  capital  th«  f  TT„'.;?  .^'"*>  ''«  « 
believe  it  will  b?C  If  w,  Sr  in  ^JT.- "/•««."> 
o^u«>.    Henceonhi.ov;;%l'-lj;^J't^^^^^^^ 

.en"^^t^y raS"a*dSctn"^tf r^'^f^K  " 
minated  orthodox  clerRr  are  ^;«r;!/    •/""'?""" 

are  not.    I  do  not  thinTitTortef!^';^'  ""^  """ 

sub  ect.    But  in  riew  oftbll^tZl-     **  '^V^  "« 

cleigy  that  the  term  is  anniffl'^,"*  P"{  ^""^  h 

mine  the  phrase  a  momen       Wi.*f*'"'''^JP'  ^  «>« 

the  word  sfsnUy  /  An  WelisH^th  "k'"  ^T<?«''» 

TIDINGS.    There  cTbe^Sst  oi  r„  f^If^^*^' 

-   this  definition.    In  Buttemorth-I  Cnil^"* '°  "** 

nation  of  the  term.    "E^^^^^^JT"^' ""  ^' 

Dr.  Adam  Clarke  shall  ^rii^blfiieJanl"''^'''}  < 

are  entitled  to  the  name  If  Evan^eK«fIMn'^^ ""'''' 

^''"^That  is.  preach  CiSScfucfiVfo^^it'r''* 
woi'ld,  for  this,  and  this  alon**  iaA^.l     ^^^  *'"» 
or  preaching  the  ^  ift  oVSetllV'.?' 
An  ang;cl  from  God  was  first  apnt  t^^^u^  sal  ratio 
And  hfvr  did  he  do  ^  BJS'l°JV'''r  7.^'^  <"  «■ 
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ist.  That  class  of  clergymen  who  proclaim  "  good  tidings  of  great 
ioy^^'  may  fairly  and  consistently  claim  to  be  received  as  Evangel- 
ut$.  And  who»  I  ask,  come  up  more  fully  to  this  explanation, 
than  those  who  preach  the  glorious  truth,  that  Christ  shall  at  length 
bring  all  men  to  repentance,  obedience,  holiness,  love  and  happi- 
ness ?  Is  not  this  good  netes — olad  tidings  !  How  is  it  possible 
ior  men  or  angeis  to  declare  any  thing  better  ?  And  if  my  friend 
will  nor  acknowledge  this  to  be  good  news,  will  he  inform  us  what 
kind  of  a  message  is  entitled  to  that  designation  ?  The  partialist 
clergy,  on  the  contrary,  travel  from  one  end  of  the  land  to  the  other, 
proclaiming  that  God  will  cast  off  countless  myriads  of  his  own 
children  into  endless  darkness,  blasphemy  and  woe — where  he  will 
not  even  allow  them  to  turn  to  him  in  repentance — will  not  permit 
them  to  reform,  and  become  obedient  subjects — but  will  compel 
them  by  the  might  of  his  own  Omni]>otence,  to  remain  in  burning 
agony  to  curse  his  name,  and  the  existence  he  compelled  them  to 
enter,  as  long  as  his  throne  shall  stand !  Can  those  who  publish 
such  a  message,  have  the  slightest  claim  to  the  name  of  Evangel- 
ui  7  Can  tidings  so  terrible — so  appaling — so  blasphemous — 
against  "  the  God  of  Love'' — be  considered  in  any  sense,  "  good 
news  T*  Dr.  Clarke  in  the  extract  just  introduced,  says  those  "  who 
do  not  implicitly  show  that  EVERY  HUMAN  SOUL  may  be  saved, 
do  not  perform  the  work  of  Evangelists ! !  They — God  helpihem  ! 
LIMIT  the  Holy  One  of  Israel ! !"  In  this  language  the  great  Me- 
thodist D.  D.,  places  the  brand  of  forgeryon  every  partialist  cler- 
gyman who  claims  to  be  considered  an  Evangelist.  Do  they  not 
all  insist  that  innumerable  millions  of  "human  souls*'  already 
passed  from  life,  will  not  be  saved,  and  cannot  be  saved  ! !  Hence 
according  to  Dr.  C,  they  **  do  not  perform  the  work  of  Evangel- 
ists !"  Let  it  be  fully  understood  hereafter,  that  the  title  of  Evan- 
gelical, which  the  limitarian  clergy  have  so  pertinaciously,  and  I 
may  say,  impudently,  claimed  as  belonging  exclusively  to  them- 
selves, is  one  to  which  they  have  not  the  slightest  title,  according 
to  the  showing  of  one  of  their  most  eminent  divines  III 

There  were  several  other  declarations  of  my  opponent,  which  I 
designed  to  notice,  but  must  pass  them,  to  introduce  my  Seventh 
Argument.     It  is  drawn  from 

TIIE  FOREKNOWLEDGE  OP  GOD. 
PBOPoBxnoir. — 1.  God  foreknows  all  eventB  that  transpire,  botli  in  tim$  and  eter- 
nity. 2.  A  God  infinitely  holy  and  iaflnitely  good,  would  not  have  created  his 
earthly  offspring  withoat  he  foreknew  that  their  being  would  result  in  a  condition 
of  endless  parity  and  bliss.  3.  That  an  infinite  God  ibreknowa  an  event,  or  a  state 
of  things,  is  proof  positive  that  it  will  take  place. 

Proof. — 1.   God  foreknows  all  events  that  transpire,  both  in 


none  like  me :  Declaring  the  end  from  the  beginning,  and  from  an- 


Ke  of  onm  i^J!?  5  °  "r '•  ^"^'^eing  that  its'  fina 
^  »«S  "V  ""'"^'*''  ""<*  unending  wretchedness 

Ke«"fcK^'''  TP*'"»'«  '^♦•'  5eho"rh-e 
perienM  to  »M,if!K  *  *»"  .e^«w  ffoorf  from  the  disci 

tence.       ^"°'*-    "<>  ^^OOD  can  accroe  from  their  p« 

^S'-r^'dS>''..*V'^*^'r^'«  P«*er  of  all 
He  is  f,,M^         "  all— his  tender  mercies  are  over  a 

17  URnfnn/       •  *  ^""^  "^  ""»  Character,  coolly  ar 
and  endles/^'^T'^STo?.  'w^^Sr/rit 

possible.    Then  ft  U !?""{,•   >"  "^'knowledge  this^J 
foreseeinsrsnch  ^  nli  '^u*"^  "npossible  that  he  would 

ererv  atirihm«  „f  1?°"^  *"■  '"^"S*-    Every  impulse  in 
'L  /-?""!"'5«  °^  his  character,  every  thin^  hniv  J^,, . 
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If  Dtity  foreiaw  that  a  being,  or  any  namber  of  baings,  would*  if 
ushered  into  existence,  become  doomed  to  endless  blasphemy  and 
woe,  why  pbrsist  in  creating  them,  without  even  allowing  them 
the  opportunity  of  choosing  whether  they  would  be  formed  or  not  f 
There  was  no  power  above  God,  compelling  him  to  form  his  crea- 
tures for  such  a  dreadful  fate !  Were  such  an  erent  in  contempla- 
tion in  the  Divine  Councils,  every  attribute  of  Jehovah,  every  pure 
and  happy  spirit  which  worships  around  the  Great  White  Throne  of 
Omnipotence,  would  cry  out — ^Forbear!  in  Pitifi  name  Forbear  I  / 
U  human  beings  cannot  be  created  under  such  circumstances  that 
their  everlasting  happiness  can  be  secured,  if  it  is  clearly  foreseen 
that  their  existence  must  terminate  in  endless  night,  and  wicked- 
ness, and  agony — then  allow  them  to  remain  in  the  unconscious 
and  harmless  sleep  of  non -entity !  Surely  they  can  injure  none 
there — they  cannot  infringe  on  the  happiness  of  God,  nor  mar  the 
felicity  of  angels ! !  Why !  Oh  why ! !  COMP£L  them  to  live  for 
SUCH  A  D(X)M. 

3.  That  an  infinite  God  foreknows  an  event  or  state  of  things,  is 
proof  positive  that  it  will  take  place.  We  have  seen  that  it  was 
amoral  impossibility  that  Deity  should  form  beings,  foreseeing  their 
existence  would  result  in  endless  sin  and  agony.  Hence  when  Je- 
hovah originated  the  design  to  create  mankind,  he  must  have  dis- 
tinctly foreknown  that  they  would  all  finally  become  holy  and  hap- 
py ! !  He  not  only  foreknew  that  all  would  become  holy  and  hap- 
py, but  he  also  foreknew  whatever  obstacles  would  arise  to  pre- 
Tent  it,  either  from  roan's  ignorance,  blindness,  sinfulness,  unbelief, 
or  from  any  and  all  other  sources.  He  foreknew  what  steps  were 
necessary  to  overcome  these  obstacles,  and  clearly  saw  tiAt  they 
could,  and  would  be  removed.  In  fine,  when  he  determined  this 
glorious  destiny  for  the  great  race  of  humanity,  he  foresaw  all  the 
ways  and  means  to  bring  it  to  pass ! !  His  infinite  Wisdom  ezm- 
bled  him  to  lay  with  consummate  skill,  unerring  plans  for  the  ele- 
vation of  his  creatures  to  a  state  of  sinless  perfection  and  happinesSbr  > 
His  power  Omnipotent,  is  abundantly  sufficient  to  carry  jkAesa 
plans  into  execution,  to  the  perfect  completion  of  the  oh§/BUfvQftd 
at  For  God  to  foreknow  tnat  all  mankind  would  becGsnemaUyk 
holy  and  happy  in  an  endless  state  of  being,  was  to  ordain  aaiil 
place  that  event  beyond  every  contingency,  and  infinitely  above  %^ 
all  liability  of  failure!  Before  the  work  of  Creation  was  com-^lf^ 
wunced,  the  whole  was  completed  in  the  Divine  Mind,  and  the 
end  was  attained  and  fixed,  far  removed  from  any  possibility  of 
reversal 

My  Eighth  Argument  is  drawn  from 

THE  MBRCY  OF  GOD. 
Tbovoixtioii.— 1.  Mercy  is  on*  of  the  attribates  of  God.    3.  Inflnito  M&Nj  d*> 
mnm  ikm  happuMM  of  all  mankind.    3.  In  a  Unirarsa  orar  which  a  marcifal  Daily 
fBagBs,  the  daairas  of  Marcy  miut  flnally  becoma  abnadaatly  latiaAad. 

Pboof. — 1.  Mercy  is  one  of  the  attribates  of  God.-^"  Uikto^bii%« 
9» 


i 
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anger  foreyer*  because  he  DSUOHtxTH  in  Mercy  ."- 
ifi$  merty  it  hteraily  umending. — '*  Hk  mercj  enc 
-•— (Pb.  cvi.  1.) 

2.  Infinite  Mercy  desires  the  happiness  of '  a 
is  the  desire  of  Mercy  to  confer  benefit  and  hap 
circled  in  its  embrace.  This  is  the  office  it  ful^ 
Ooitneils.  It  not  only  iPuAes  lor  their  happiness, 
evre  it.  God's  Mercy  reaches  to  all  mankind.  I 
tecting  arms  around  each  and  every  soul  of  huma 
eially  interested  in  the  welfare  of  the  sinful  and  di 
and  compassionates  those  00  ignorant  and  blind  ai 
the  jpteaunt  paths  of  righteousness,  under  the  va 
finding  more  enioyment.  Mercy  yearns  over  thei 
become  mtu^Mf  until  they  are  broinht  to  enjoy  t 
of  heaven.  God's  Mercy  desires  ALL  to  be  ham 
mercies  are  over  ALL  his  woiks."  All  men  will 
eternity,  to  be  the  objects  of  its  re^d. — "  His  J 
roftBVKE."  So  anxious  was  David  that  this  g 
truth  should  be  impressed  on  the  minds  of  men, 
twenty-six  times  in  one  Psalm — "  His  mercy 
XYXB.^* — (Ps.  cxxxvi.)  As  long  as  the  Throne 
stands,  his  Mercy  will  be  extended  over  every  crt 
medi  ai^i  will  seek  the  good  of  all !  God's  mere] 
teresled  in  the  welfare  of  each  soul  of  the  humaii 
as  earnestly  to  secure  its  everlasting  welfare,  as  d 
ao  other  created  bei^g  in  existence ! 
#.  3.  In  a  universe  over  which  a  merciful  Deity  h 
u  of  Mercy  must  finally  become  abundantly  satisfied 
God  should  satisfy  the  desires  of  his  Mercy,  is  oil 
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nipiB.  AH  that  his  Goodness  snggests  or  desires,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creatures,  is  abundantly  and  perfectly  accomplished.  The  work 
of  his  Justice  is  completed  and  all  its  claims  satisfied.  So  of  all 
his  aitribates.  This  view  is  essential  to  a  correct  understanding  of 
the  results  of  God's  works  and  ways.  To  deny,  or  overlook,  the 
perfect  operation  and  fulfilrrttnt  of  the  Divine  Attributes,  is  to  de- 
stroy the  perfections  of  Jehovah,  and  plunge  into  a  sea  of  dark  and 
dreadful  errors !  Yet  this  is  precisely  the  condition  of  modern  par- 
tial ist  Thcoloffy.  Not  an  attribute  of  the  Most  High  exists  that  in 
not  impeached  in  its  perfection,  and  destroyed  in  its  operation,  by 
some  of  these  Evangelical  doctrines.  His  Wisdom «rr« — his  Pow- 
er becomes  teeakness — the  claims  of  his  Justice  are  never  fulfilled 
on  the  guUty — ^his  Goodnes  is  limited  and  fickle,  and  his  Mercy  is 
forever  violated ! ! 

That  infinite  Mercy  must  eventually  become  abundantly  5af/.</?«(f 
in  respect  to  man's  condition,  is  self-evident,  from  the  simple  fact 
that  it  is  an  attribute  of  Deity.  If  all  its  desires  are  not  satisfied, 
then  God  is  imperfect  and  his  best  wishes  cannot  be  accomplished. 
Can  eternal  wretchedness  satisfy  Mercy  7  Can  it  consent  to  such  a 
doom  ^  Strange  Mercy  if  it  did !  No !  the  endless  felicity  of  all 
men,  can  alone  satisfy  Mercy! ! 

There  is  no  other  attribute  of  God  which  comes  in  conflict  with 
Mercy,  to  prevent  its  being  extended  to  all  humanity.  It  is  a  great 
mistake  to  suppose  that  Justice  throws  any  impediment  in  the  way 
of  Mercy.  Here  it  is  where  my  brother  opposite,  and  all  defend- 
ers of  modern  Evangelical  Theology,  greatly  err.  They  view  Mercy 
and  Justice,  as  antagonistic  in  the  councils  of  Heaven,  and  in  their 
claims  on  man .  They  insist  that  Justice  demands  the  endless  punish^ 
ment  of  all  sinners,  and  that  Mercy  shall  be  extended  to  none.  And 
on  the  other  side,  that  Mercy  desires  and  beseeches  that  such  puiTish- 
ment  shall  not  be  inflicted ;  that  the  claims  of  Justice  shall  not  be  sat- 
isfied; but  that  man  shall  be  saved  from  a// /'unts^Tn^nf.'  Thus 
these  two  most  glorious  attributes,  are  made  to  war  with  each  oth- 
er. If  this  is  really  so,  it  is  evident  one  or  the  other  is  urging  that 
a  great  WRONG  be  done.  If  Justice  ri^htfxdly  demands  that  all 
men  shall  be  punished  forever,  for  their  sins,  then  Mercy  is  seek- 
ing to  do  an  infinite  whono.  If  Mercy's  claims  that  all  shall  be 
saved  from  punishment,  are  reasonable  and  proper,  then  Justice  is 
striving  to  accomplish  an  act  of  most  awful  cruelty ! !  Yet  this  is 
the  hiehest  conception  entertained  by  learned  tbeologicians  of  the 
orthodox  class,  ot  the  nature,  claims,  attitude  and  operation,  of  Jus- 
and  Mercy.     In  the  words  of  the  poet : 

^*Thcy  Mt  at  odds  Heaven's  jarring  Attribntea, 
And  with  one  excellence  another  wound." 

The  method  which,  according  to  this  theology,  the  Creator  adopts 
to  reconcile  the  attributes  of  Justice  and  Mercy,  and  fulfil  their 
conflicting  claims,  is  singular  and  marvellous.  To  produce  this 
reconciliation,  it  is  taught  that  God  finally  deterouued.  \o  ^\o^  \i\% 
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to  these  abhorrent  double  claims  of  Justice,  and  al 
away  into  endless  perdition,  by  far  the  greatest  poi 
Thus  Justice  is  twice  satisfied,  which  amounts  U 
whilst  Mercy,  the  most  beautiful  attribute  of  Jel 
content  its  compassionate  yearnings  with  hen 
snatched  from  the  rapacious  grasp  of  Justice.  Ai 
is  still  mantained  by  learned  D.  D.'s  and  Professo 
this  enliffhtened  land,  and  in  the  middle  of  the  nine 

The  fundamental  error  in  this  theory,  is  that 
endless  punishment.  No  wonder  Merc^  protest 
these  attributes  are  at  war !  But  Justice  does  : 
punishment.  It  only  reauires  that  each  sinner  I 
ciently  to  bring  him  to  reformation  and  no  more, 
ment  Mercy  is  willing  to  allow.  In  this  attidude 
flict  between  them.  When  Justice  has  punishc 
cording  to  their  deeds,  sufficient  to  induce  repc 
discharged  from  its  claims.  Mercy  has  then  an  om 
near  each  child  of  humanity,  and  make  them  all 
regard — granting  them  the  blessings  of  immortali 
fePicity,  which  they  could  not  claim  on  the  scon 
Thus  these  attributes  move  on  harmoniously  in  al 
respecting  man.  Neither  is  exercised  at  the  ezp< 
nor  to  the  wrong  of  the  other,  but  both  unite  in  pi 
of  humanity. 

The  scriptures  represent  Justice  and  Mercy  as  1 
operating  both  in  punishment  and  salvation.     ** 
ment  have  I  forsaken  thee ;  [justly  punished  th 
mercies  will  I  gather  thee.     In  a  little  wrath  I 
tllM  for  a  moment ;  [temporarily  punished  thee  i 
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nys  <*  He  dxlxobtxth  in  Mxact."  What  can  this  teach  hat  that 
hjB  will  g^ve  special,  boundless,  infinite  activity  to  thin  lovely  At- 
tribute. When  the  scripture  declares  ^*  his  tender  mercies  are  over 
all  his  works,"  and  that  he  **  delighteth  in  Mercy,'*  what  other 
conelnsion  can  be  adopted,  than  that  wherever,  throughout  the 
hoands  of  space,  want,  need,  weakness,  blindness,  or  pain  exist, 
there  the^sweet  and  **  tender  mercies'*  of  God  shall  flow,  to  give 
relief,  life,  and  joy !  Is  it  reasonable  to  presume  that  Jehovah 
will  forever  depnve  himself,  in  regard  to  countless  millions,  of  the 
exercise  of  that  which  affords  him  delight  ?  Will  not  God  do  that 
in  which  he  ddighUt  in  every  case  where  a  child  he  has  formed 
needs  Mercy  ?  The  scriptures  describe  him  as  doing  whatsoever 
^ves  him  delight.  **  I  am  the  Lord  which  exerciseth  loving  kind- 
ness, judgment,  and  righteousness,  in  the  earth ;  for  in  these  things 
I  delight,  saith  the  Lord." — (Jer.  ix.  24.)  Let  the  scriptures  decide 
the  extent  and  efficacy  of  God*s  Mercy.  '*  He  hath  concluded  them 
ail  in  unbelief  that  he  might  have  Mercy  upon  ail." — (Rom.  xi.  32.) 
"  He  retaineth  not  his  anger  forever,  because  he  delighteth  in  Mer- 
cy."— (Mioah  viii.  18.) 

What  more  can  be  added  to  satisfy  the  most  unbelieving,  the 
most  sceptical  ?  Grod*s  tender  mercies  are  over  aU  his  worki-'Ht 
delighti^n  Mercy — Whatsoever  delights  him,  that  he  doeth !  He 
included  all  mankind  in  unbelief,  for  no  other  reason,  than  to 
afford  himself  the  opportunity  of  having  Mercy  on  all  1 ! — [Jtmc 
expired. 

[MR.  ROLKES*  rilTR  REPLT.1 

OeniUmen  Moderators  and  Respected  Friends : — I  percieve  I  am 
this  morning  unattended  by  any  of  my  ministerialibretnren,  though  I 
doubt  not  there  are  many  in  the  congregation,  whose  sympathies  and 
prayers  are  enlisted  in  behalf  of  truth.  That  my  ministerial  breth- 
ren are  absent,  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence  to  me,  and  perhaps 
I  should  not  have  alluded  to  it  at  all,  but  for  a  remark  made  hy 
Mr.  Austin.  That  remark  was,  that  I  had  had  the  benefit  of  many 
heads  in  framine  my  arguments.  In  this  I  understood  him  to 
allude  particularly  to  the  argument  by  which  I  overturned  the 
superstructure  he  had  reared  on  the  Paternity  of  God.  I  am  grat- 
ified at  this,  as  proof  that  he  feels  the /orce  of  that  argument, 
however  unwilling  he  may  be  to  admit  it. 

But  it  is  not  true  that  I  have  had  the  assistance  of  many  heads, 
in  any  other  sense  than  the  author  would,  who  pursues  a  general 
course  of  reading  with  a  given  object  in  view,  and  then,  by  a 
course  of  independent  thought,  sifts  the  whole,  and  presents  the 
essence  of  the  subject  in  his  own  language.  Let  me  enquire  here, 
how  many  heads  has  the  gentleman  had  to  assist  him  ?  He  haa 
had  one  cool,  calculating  head  at  his  elbow,  taking  notes  and  ma- 
king soggeationi  that  far  during  the  discussion ;  and  if  I  miataka 
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not,  Messrs.  Williamson,  Rogers,  Thomas,  and  Skinner,  are  acting 
a  more  conspicuous  part  in  tms  discussion  than  they  get  credit  for. 
As  I  have  several  times  alluded  to  the  subject,  I  will  take  the 
present  time  to  give  my  views  of  the  government  of  God. 

1.  Grod  is  a  moral  being,  having  moral  attributes,  which  must 
be  unitedly  and  harmoniously  displayed  in  any  scheme  of  govern- 
ment, which  he  may  adopt  and  bring  into  existence.  He  is  unde- 
rived  in  his  existence,  and  absolutely  independent  of  ail  other  be- 
ings, hence  has  a  right  to  introduce  and  establish  a  government 
based  on  his  own  character. 

2.  If  he  establish  a  government,  that  government  must  be  moral, 
because  no  other  would  be  adapted  to  his  character  as  a  moral 
being.  A  government  strictly  and  entirely  paternal,  would  not 
be  suited  to  the  divine  character.  It  would  possess  only  one  ele- 
ment, and  that  not  adapted  to  any  one  of  the  divine  attributes. 
The  term  father,  as  applied  to  God,  is  a  relative  term,  hence  does 
not  indicate  an  essential  element  of  the  divine  character.  Would 
God  bring  into  being  a  government  to  exist  forever,  and  be  exten- 
ded over  all  beings  and  worlds,  and  yet  not  based  upon  any  one  of 
his  attributes  f  The  idea  needs  only  to  be  stated,  to  be  refuted. 
Common  sense  rejects  the  notion  at  first  sight. 

3.  A  government  suited  to  the  moral  character  of  God,  must  afford 
opportunity  for  a  display  of  the  mora/ attributes  of  God — ^goodness, 
wisdom,  and  holiness.  No  other  than  a  moral  government  could  do 
this.    We  can  conceive  of  a  government  not  moral — a  mechanical 

?;ovemment,  made  up  of  a  concatenation  of  undeviating  cause  and  ef- 
ect,  every  link  of  the  chain  moving  every  other  link ,  and  God  moving 
\he  whole— or  like  a  regular  train  of  machinery,  every  part  acting 
upon  every  other  part  with  irresistible  power.  But  such  a  govern- 
ment would  not  be  moral,  for  two  reasons :  1 .  It  would  afford  no  op- 
portunity to  display  the  moral  attributes  of  God,  goodness  and  ho- 
liness. Any  scheme  of  government  that  would  leave  these  at- 
tributes out  of  its  relations  and  provisions,  could  not  be  moral,  and 
would  be  unworthy  the  character  of  a  moral  governor.  It  might  re- 
quire wisdom  to  construct  such  a  government  as  above  described, 
but  nothing  but  power  would  be  needed  to  keep  it  in  motion.  The 
power  of  God  must  sit  at  the  head  of  this  great  piece  of  mech- 
anism, turning  the  great  iron  wheel,  whose  resistless  cogs  set 
the  whole  in  motion,  and  impart  an  impulse  to  the  least  and  most 
insignificant  part  of  the  machinery ;  while  every  other  attribute  of 
God  is  left  unprovided  for  in  its  operations.  In  this  case,  fate, 
irresistible  fate,  would  alone  preside  over  the  destinies  of  all  beings 
and  worlds.  This  would  not  be  a  moral  government,  because,-:- 
2.  There  could  be  no  such  thing  as  moral  character  pertaining  to  the 
subjects  of  it.  There  would  be  no  moT2L\  freedom,  and  where  there 
is  no  moral  freedom,  there  can  be  no  foundation  for  moral  charac- 
ter. Under  such  an  arrangement,  every  thought,  word  and  deed, 
would  be  necessitated ;  hence,  man  would  be  neither  rewardable,  nor 
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Bunudiable.  Ai  there  can  be  no  moral  character  without  moral 
treedom,  so  where  there  is  no  moral  character,  there  can  be  no  mo- 
ral responsibility.  Under  such  an  administration,  therefore,  all 
accountability  would  commence  and  terminate  in  God.     As  the 

Sntleman,  in  his  fondness  for  rhetoric,  has  given  an  extract  from 
ilton,  I  will  reciprocate  the  favor,  by  giving  a  passage  from  the 
same  •"  heaven-born  poet,  who  seemed  at  home  where  angels  bash- 
ful look,"  not  less  distinguished  for  its  truth  than  its  poetry  : — 

"  Freely  they  stood  who  stood,  and  fell  who  fell. 
Not  free,  what  proof  could  they  have  giv'n  sincertt 
Of  tmo  allegiance,  constant  faith,  or  love. 
Where  only  what  they  needs  mu§t  do  appear'dT 
I  formed  them  free,  and  free  they  most  remain 
Till  they  iuthral  themselves  :  I  else  must  change 
Their  nature,  and  revoke  the  high  decree, 
Unchangeable,  eternal,  which  ordain'd 
Their  freedom ;  they  themselves  ordain'd  their  faQ." 

(Book  3rd.) 

4.  Under  any  other  than  a  moral  government,  there  could  be  no 
such  thing  as  moral  happiness.  Physical  happiness  might  exist, 
but  moral  happiness  must  be  excluded.  The  power  of  choice  is 
essential  to  moral  happiness.  That  which  we  may  not  choose, 
either  in  its  reception  or  continuance,  is  not  properly  a  source  of 
happiness  to  an  intelligent  moral  being.  Hence,  under  a  govern- 
ment in  which  irresistible  fate  presides  and  determines  all  actions, 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  moral  happiness.  This  is  farther 
confirmed  by  the  fact,  that  a  consciousness  of  having  done  right 
is  essential  to  moral  happiness;  but  such  consciousness  cannot  ex- 
ist under  a  government  where  the  actions  of  men,  or  the  results  at 
which  they  arrive,  are  all  necessitated.  Mr.  Austin  takes  the  po- 
sition, that  the  government  of  God  is  so  constructed,  as  to  result, 
of  necessity,  in  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  ail  men.  To  this  I 
answer,  such  a  result  cannot  be  made  certain,  except  under  a  gov- 
ernment of  necessity :  and  we  have  seen  that  this  would  be  both 
unadapted  to  the  character  of  God  as  a  moral  being,  and,  exclu- 
ding moral  freedom,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  happiness  of 
moral  subjects.  The  government  for  which  my  friend  contends, 
so  far  from  securing  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  ail  men,  would 
exclude  all  holiness  and  happiness  from  the  universe.  If  it  would 
annihilate  hell,  it  would  also  annihilate  heaven.  So  anxious  is 
the  gentleman  to  pull  down  the  house  of  the  Philistines,  that  he  ia 
willing,  like  Sampson,  to  perish  in  the  general  destruction. 

5.  The  true  government  of  God,  described  as  moral,  and  for 
which  I  contend,  is  based  on  the  moral  attributes  of  God,  and  is 
the  only  form,  so  far  as  we  can  understand,  which  can  promote 
the  happiness  of  moral  beings.  And  we  must  suppose,  as  God  is  a 
benevolent  being,  that  the  happiness  of  his  creatures,  in  connec- 
tion wi^  his  own  glor}',  would  be  the  leading  object  of  any  sys- 
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tern  of  goTenunent  originated  by  him.    This  object  he  pfovidas  for* 

Firsts  by  placing  them  all  in  a  state  of  holintss  and  happine$$,  adap- 
ting them  to  the  government,  and  the  government  to  them,  so  that 
happiness  to  them  would  result  from  harmony  with  their  relatiooa 
and  obligations.  Secondly,  by  giving  them  moral  freedom,  that  they 
might  be  subjects  of  moni  desert,  and  have  the  consciousness  of  rec^ 
titude,  which  is  an  essential  element  of  true  happiness.     Thirdly,  by 

givinc  all  necessary  means  and  facilities  for  continuing  their  original 
appmess,  together  with  the  power  of  choosing  to  improve  them ; 
hence,  if  they  forfeit  their  happiness,  the  fault  is  their  own.  They 
do  it  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  God's  government,  the  benev- 
olent design  of  their  Creator,  and  in  direct  misimprovement  of  the 
noble  endowments  of  their  constitution. 

■  ^  I  ordained  their  freedom, 


They  themeelvee  ordained  their  fall." 

Thns  God  gets  all  the  glory  for  all  the  good  that  arises  to  hit 
creatures,  from  that  governmental  arrangement  he  has  established, 
while  he  is  exonerated  from  all  blame,  for  any  evil  that  may  flow 
to  his  subjects,  since  it  results  from  their  voluntary  disobedience. 
God  gave  thsm  power 

*<  Bofficient  to  have  etood,  though  free  to  (all." 

We  regard  these  views  as  sound — ^tbat  is,  well  agreeing  with 
reason,  scripture,  and  human  consciousness.  If  they  are  not  so, 
my  friend  can  show  wherein. 

But  the  gentleman  may  say,  why  did  God  create  at  all,  if  he 
foresaw  that  some  would  abuse  their  constitution,  and  become 
miserable?  Answer:  To  have  done  otherwise,  would  have  been 
to  withhold  existence  from  millions  of  intelligent  beings,  who  would 
be  perfectly  holy  and  happy  in  a  boundless  duration,  simply  to  ac- 
commodate with  a  non-existence,  those  who  would  have  as  much 
power  as  any  others  to  be  happy,  but  who,  in  their  abuse  of  his 
laws,  it  was  foreseen,  would  bring  down  destruction  on  their  own 
heads.  Let  me  illustrate  here.  Aiy  friend  is  fond  of  illustrating 
the  divine  government  by  a  reference  to  human  governments,  when 
it  suits  his  purpose.  Suppose  the  general  government  of  the  United 
States,  having  control  over  the  subject,  were  about  to  bestow  the 
blessings  of  a  good  education  upon  all  the  people.  It  might  be 
foreseen  by  the  knowledge  and  saeacity  of  tne  law  makers,  that 
some  individuals,  among  the  mass  of  society,  would  make  an  abu- 
sive and  criminal  use  of  that  blessing.  They  might  become  coun- 
terfeiters and  great  adepts  in  forgery,  by  being  furnished  with  such 
a  power  as  education  gives.  But  would  it  be  right  to  withhold  the 
blessings  of  a  good  education  from  the  whole  community,  simply 
to  accommodate  with  a  state  of  ignorance,  those  who,  if  they  nad 
kno.wledge,  would  abuse  it  ?  Is  this  consistent  ?  Does  it  accord 
with  the  principles  of  good  government,  with  the  wisdom  of  men 
•yen,  to  say  nothing  of  the  ^nsdom  of  God  ? 
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Again*  Mr.  Austin  may  aak,  why  not  withhold  existence  from 
those  who  it  is  foreseen  would  be  miserable,  and  give  existence 
9iJy  to  snch  as  would  be  happy.  I  answer,  this  would  be  to  vio- 
late the  principles  of  his  own  government,  and  contravene  the  di- 
vine impartiality  :  and  besides  this,  by  withholding  existence  from 
those  who  would  be  miserable,  were  they  allowed  to  exist,  exis- 
tence must  also  be  withheld  from  those  who  would  be  happy.  Let 
me  illustrate  again.  Suppose  that  God  sees  that  some  father  in 
this  assembly  will  abuse  his  powers  and  blessings,  and  forfeit  his 
final  felicity.  He  may  at  the  same  time  foresee  that  the  posterity 
of  this  father  will  be  obedient  and  holy  subjects,  and  secure  endless 
happiness  in  heaven.  The  father  has  as  much  power  to  be  hap- 
py as  the  children.  To  give  him  existence,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, is  doing  him  no  injustice,  because  he  has  all  the  power 
and  means  necessary  to  happiness :  but  to  withhold  existence  from 
him,  would  contravene  the  divine  benevolence,  by  withholding  ex- 
istence from  his  posterity,  who,  if  allowed  to  exist,  God  knows 
would  be  holy  and  happy  in  a  boundless  duration.  This  is  far- 
ther illustrated  by  reference  to  the  parable  of  the  tares  of  the  field  : 
(Matt.  xiii.  28  :)  *'  Sir,  didst  not  thou  sow  good  seed  in  thy  field  ? 
from  whence  then  hath  it  tares  ?  He  said  unto  them,  An  enemy 
hath  done  this.  The  servants  said  unto  him.  Will  thou  then  that 
we  go  and  gather  them  up  ?  But  he  said.  Nay  ;  lest  while  ye  ga- 
ther up  the  tares,  ye  root  up  al$o  tlie  wheat  with  them.  Let  both 
grow  together  until  the  harvest :  and  in  the  time  of  harvest,  I  will 
6ay  to  the  reapers.  Gather  ye  together ^rst  the  tares,  and  bind  them 
in  bundles  to  ourn  them,  but  gather  the  wheat  into  my  barn.*'  Our 
Lord's  explanation  of  this  parable,  (verse  38,)  is  as  follows ;  *'  The 
field  is  the  world,  (theatre  of  human  existence.)  The  good  seed 
are  the  children  of  the  kingdom,  (his  holy  and  obedient  subjects,) 
but  the  tares  are  the  children  of  the  wicked  one.'*  (disobedient  sub- 
jects.) The  point  to  which  your  attention  is  particularly  directed 
is,  that  the  tares  could  not  be  removed,  without  removing  the 
vihtat ;  that  is,  to  withhold  existence  from  one  part  of  the  race,  be- 
cause they  would  make  themselves  miserable,  would  be  to  withhold 
it  also  from  those  who,  if  allowed  to  exist,  would  be  forever  holy 
and  happy. 

Though  I  have  already  sufficiently  replied  to  Mr.  Austin's  argu- 
ments drawn  from  the  intention^  desire^  sovereignty,  pattrniiy  apd 
love  of  God.  by  giving  each  a  particular  consideration,  yet,  indepen- 
dent of  this,  they  are  all  answered  by  the  foregoing  views  of  the 
divine  government.  These  arguments  are  based  on  sl  false  view  of 
the  divine  administration,  and  to  make  them  plausible,  my  friend 
must  first  disprove  the  fundamental  principles,  which  I  have 
shown  must  enter  into  a  plan  of  moral  government.  The  mistake 
of  my  friend  seems  to  be,  in  confounding  things  radically  different, 
that  is,  confounding  physical  and  morsu  laws.  He  don't  seem  to 
see  the  difference  between  unintelligent,  irresponsiblt  tnaXX^i^  %sA 


1  DOW  leave  this  subject  for  the  present,  ail 
passaj^  of  scripture  Mr.  Austin  has  quotei 
with  the  theory  he  has  attempted  to  rear  um 
commences  with  the  19th  verse  of  the  8th  of  tl 
Ave  verses.    *'  For  the  earnest  expectation  ol 
eth  for  the  manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God.    1 
made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,"  &c.    Th 
Austin  builds  upon  this  passage,  is,  that  in  on 
man  race  holy  and  happy,  God  saw  it  would  1 
ject  him  to  sin  and  misery.     He  accordingly  en 
perfect  and  impure  state ;  in  a  state  of  unavoi( 
sin,  and  its  consequences.     In  connection  with 
laws,  and  introduced  dispensations,  adapted  to  \i 
state  of  subjection,  and  bring  them  into  the  *'  lib 
God  ;"  and  that  the  whole  course  of  God's  admi 
intended  to  carry  forward  the  human  race,  from 
fial  imperfection,  to  a  state  of  final  holiness  auc 
theory  of  human  progression,  we  pronounce  fal 
ing  reasons : — 

1 .  It  contradicts  the  scriptures.  The  scripti 
ted  roan  in  his  own  image.  The  ima^e  of  God 
therefore,  the  least  that  can  be  said  of  man*8  ori 
he  was  free  from  intellectual  and  moral  de/ea 
looked  upon  his  work  and  pronounced  it  good ; 
have  done,  if  any  part  of  it  had  been  imperfec 
addition  to  this,  the  scriptures  charge  man*s  sir 
his  defection  from  original  rectitude,  not  on  his  i 
to  vanity.  **  God  made  man  upright,  and  he  ha 
t  inventions.'*    This  directly  contradicts  Mr.  Au 

t  have  nourished  and  hronoph*  «« i-iirt*    t        ■• 
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idea  of  a  "  Golden  Age,**  which  was  so  fraitfal  a  theme  of  poetic 
effbsioD  to  the  ancients,  existed  as  far  back  as  Hesiod,  who  rivals 
Homer  in  antiquity.  This  tradition  cannot  be  accounted  for,  in 
harmony  with  my  friend's  theory.  But  on  my  principles,  all  is  con- 
sistent. We  see  in  it  an  obscure  reflection  ot  a  great  and  impor- 
tant truth  connected  with  the  original  condition  of  our  race.  Men 
were  created  in  a  state  of  physical,  intellectual,  and  moral  perfec- 
tion and  uprightness,  but  have  since  degenerated,  and  lost  the  hap- 
piness of  knowing  and  communing  with  Grod. 

3.  This  theory  is  opposed  and  refuted  by  a  great  array  of  facts, 
developed  in  the  history  of  the  world.  The  world  is  full  of  facts, 
and  I  rejoice  that  it  is  so.  It  enables  me  to  show  up  the  false,  not  to 
say  ridiculous  character  of  the  gentleman's  doctrine,  in  such  a  palpa- 
ble way,  as  must,  I  think,  convmce  every  honest  and  reflecting  mind. 
Where  is  the  first  item  of  proof  for  the  efficacy  of  this  system  of 
progression  ?  Show  me  a  single  fact,  if  you  can,  illustrative  of  its 
elevating  and  restoring  power  ?  On  the  contrary,  the  history  of  na- 
tions and  individuals,  shows  it  to  be  a  chimera.  I  know  it  makes 
the  gentleman  nervous  to  mention  the  antediluvians,  but  I  can't 
help  it — they  afford  so  good  an  illustration,  that  I  must  refer  to 
them.  What  influence  did  Mr.  Austin's  system  have  on  them? 
According  to  the  common  chronology,  they  had  lived  under  its 
control  about  1600  years,  at  the  time  of  the  flood.  If  the  race 
were  ever'to  experience  its  beneficial  tendency,  it  would  seem  that 
sixteen  hundred  years  might  suffice  to  exhibit,  at  least,  some  proof 
of  its  power  to  deliver  men  from  their  '*  subjection  to  vanity."  But 
what  are  the  facts  in  the  case  ?  One  fact  is,  that  when  nrst  crea- 
ted, they  were  said  to  possess  the  imag«  of  Grod,  and  God  looked 
upon  his  work  and  pronounced  it  **very  good."  Another  fact  is, 
that  after  the  lapse  of  1500  years,  Grod  gives  the  following  testimo- 
ny respecting  their  advancement.  (Gen.  vi.  5,  1^.) — "And  God 
gaw  that  the  wickedness  of  man  was  great  in  the  earth,  and  that 
every  imagination  of  the  thoughts  of  his  heart  was  only  evil  con- 
tinually. And  God  looked  upon  the  earth,  and  behold  it  was  cor- 
rupt, for  all  flesh  had  corrupted  his  wa^  upon  the  earlh.  And  God 
said  unto  Noah,  The  end  of  all  flesh  is  come  before  me :  for  the 
earth  is  filled  with  violence  through  them :  and  behold  I  will  de- 
stroy them  with  the  earth."  Here  we  have  a  practical  illustration 
of  the  efficacy  of  this  wonder-working  system,  by  which  the  world 
is  to  be  taken  out  of  a  state  of  subjection  **/o  vanity,"  and  crowned 
with  endless  felicity.  Now  let  me  give  the  gentleman  a  sum,  and 
every  schojl-boy  here,  may  work  it  out  at  his  leisure.  If,  in  1500 
years,  the  human  race  progressed  from  that  moral  condition  in 
which  they  possessed  the  image  of  God,  to  that  other  moral  state, 
in  which  they  had  ••  corrupted  themselves" — "  filled  the  earth  with 
violence,**  and  "every  imagination  of  ihe  thoughts  of  iheir  hearts 
was  only  evil  continually,"  how  lone  would  it  take,  (at  the  same 
ratio  of  progress,)  to  graduate  to  final  holiness  and  happiness.    But, 


o«^cuuiiiu9  01  tDese  nations,  wnere  tney  can  M, 
are  but  the  shadow  of  their  former  seWes.       | 

There  is  evidence  upon  the  face  of  our  a 
once  sustained  a  race  lar  superior  to  the  abo] 
bus  found  the  undisputed  lords  of  the  soil, 
the  most  striking  illustration,  in  the  present  nq 
tory  speaks  of  them  as  once  an  enlightened,  an 
people ;  but  now  their  national  bond  is  broken 
fragments,  and  are,  perhaps,  the  most  degraded 
man  race,  and  except  where  the  gospel  is  preac 
degraded  still:  not  the  gospel  of  Universalisn 
never  goes  on  a  mission.     How  does  the  histor 
dition  of  these  Africans,  agree  with  the  gentlen 
improvement  ?     If  they  have  degenerated,  what  i 
to  redeem  and  elevate  man  ?     But  if  we  suppose 
in  a  state  of  improvement,  under  Mr.  Austin's 
sion,  for  the  last  6000  years,  in  the  name  of  reasc 
starting  point  ?    They  must  have  commenced  a 
monkey,  without  a  tail !     I  ask  pardon  of  the  ai 
figure  which  may  appear  to  be  below  the  dignit 
really,  I  can  scarcely  persuade  myself  that  the  i 
enous:h  to  merit  a  serious  consideration.    And 
one  ^act  more.  before'I  finally  dismiss  it.     I  ha^ 
world  is  full  of  facts,  and  it  is  a  happy  thing  for 
that  it  is  so. 

The  fact  I  now  present,  is,  that  individuals, ; 
degenerate — in  many  cases,  grow  worse  and 
whole  of  their  earthly  existence.  St.  Paul  sf 
**  rolled  sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongu< 
•*  to  retain  God  in  their  knn>»uX»"  -  "  *  ^ 
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lired  under  a  divine  arrangement,  adapted  to  deliver  them  from  a 
state  of  subjection  **  to  vanity,"  and  bring  them  into  the  glorious 
''liberty  of  the  sons  of  God  ?"  If  so,  the  results  have  been  devel- 
0{>ed  most  strangely.  And  the  audience  will  please  observe,  that 
tbis  theory  is  associated  with  Mr.  Austin's  much  lauded  course  of 
disciplinary  and  reformatory  punishment.  These  incorrigible  sin- 
ners are  all  the  while  being  punished,  with  a  view  to  their  reforma- 
tion. Is  this  the  way  the  medicine  works  ?  Does  it  kill,  instead 
of  cure  ?  Or  does  my  friend  adopt  the  theory  of  Winchester  who» 
to  obviate  this  difficulty,  taught  that  when  a  given  amount  of  pun- 
ishment makes  the  sinner  mad,  instead  of  reforming  him,  the  dose 
must  be  doubled  until  the  medicine  has  the  intended  efibctV  He 
therefore  supposes  that  some  sinners  must  be  punished  many  thou- 
sand years,  before  the  desired  result  will  be  rained.  I  would  like 
to  know  of  Mr.  Austin,  what  he  will  do  with  tnose  who  grow  worse 
and  worse,  under  a  whole  life  of  punishment  ?  Must  they  be  pun- 
ished with  greater  severity  in  the  life  to  come,  than  they  have  been 
here?  Besides  being  most  palpably  false  in  other  respects,  the 
great  difficultv  with  this  system,  deliverance,  improvement,  or  pro- 
gression, is,  that  the  gradation  runi  the  wrong  way  ^  and  if  it  proves 
any  thine,  it  is,  not  nnal  holiness  and  happiness,  nut  the  ^YUuJom- 
nation  of  the  whole  family  of  man. 

Having  now  disposed  of  the  gentleman's  theory,  I  will  close  my 
present  remarks,  by  giving  an  exposition  of  the  passages  on  which 
this  theory  is  built. 

19.  For  the  earnest  expectation  of  the  creature  waiteth  for  the 
manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God. 

20.  For  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly, 
but  by  reason  of  him  who  hath  subjected  the  same  in  hope. 

21.  Because  the  creature  itself  also  shall  be  delivered  from  the 
bondage  of  corruption,  into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of 
God. 

22.  For  we  know  that  the  whole  creation  groaneth,  and  travail- 
eth  in  pain  together  until  now. 

23.  And  not  only  they,  but  ourselves  also,  which  have  the  first 
fruits  of  the  Spirit,  even  we,  ourselves,  groan  within  ourselves, 
waiting  for  the  adoption,  to  wit,  the  redemption  of  our  bodies. 

This  passage  is  generally  acknowledged  to  be  obscure  and  diffi- 
cult, and  I  suppose  it  is  on  this  account  that  Universalism  seizes  it 
as  a  proof  text.  A  variety  of  explanations  of  it,  have  been  given 
by  different  authors.  The  following  are  the  most  important  and 
consistent : 

I.  Some  refer  it  to  the  brate  creation,  as  suffering  by  the  cruelty 
of  man  in  his  sinful  state,  and  from  which  suffering  the^  are  re- 
lieved in  the  proportion  that  men  are  humanized,  and  christianized 
by  the  gospel,  by  which  they  are  constituted  sons  of  God. 

II.  Others  connect  with  this  the  inanimate  creation,  which,  ac- 
cording to  Gen.  iii.  17.,  was  cursed  for  man's  sake;  but  ^bd&Vk 


i 


i 


uiegovpei  awpensation. 

l^tfaer  of  these  views  is  far  preferable  to  the  U] 
tion — ^yet,  plausible  as  they  are,  they  are  not  f 
Hence,  in  giving  you  the  foarth  Aeory,  I  give  j% 
of  this  passage. 

IV.  This  passage  refers  to  the  whole  hnman  i 
dinj;  the  inanimate  or  brute  creation,  only  so  fai 
incidentally  affected  by  the  moral  condition  of  th 
contradistinction  from  actual  believers  in  the  Lon 

In  the  light  of  this  theory,  I  explain  these  paai 

1.  By  the  terms  creature,  and  creation,  we  undc 
scendants  of  Adam. 

2.  By  vanity^  we  understand  the  same  as  is  mc 
dag*  of  corruption — ^that  state  of  spiritual  bondage 
to  the  worst  j>assions  of  corrupt  humanity,  under 
then  world  did  then,  and  does  now  groan,  and  i 
generally  desire  to  be  delivered. 

3.  By  their  being  made  '*  subject  to  vanity,  nc 
understand  the  Apostle  to  re-affirm  what  he  decli 
cally  in  the  5th  chapter  of  this  epistle — viz :  that 
one,  judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  condemnatii 
descendants  of  Adam  are  laboring  under  evils  int 
world  by  the  agency  of  Adam,  their  federal  head, 
which  they  had  originally  no  will,  or  actual  partici 

4.  <*  By  reason  of  him  who  hath  subjected  th( 
The  meaning  of  this,  we  conceive  to  be,  that  God 
terity  of  Adam  into  conscious  being,  notwithstan* 
notwithstanding  they  would  be  thereby  "subjec 
cause  he  had  determined  to  redeem  the  world — h 
tion  to  vanitv  was  cflnmrtr^"  ■^»  *    ■"  ^~^«^*^^«" 
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or  rac€  at  a  whole,  look  for  the  gospel  state,  so  we,  (who  now  en- 
joy the  gospel  state,)  who  hare  the  first  fruits  of  the  Spirit,  even 
we  ourselves,  groan  within  ourselves,  waiting  for  the  adoption,  to 
wit,  the  redemption  of  our  bodies—  waiting  for  that  higher  state  to 
which  we  are  heirs  through  Christ — the  resurrection  of  our  bodiea» 
and  eternal  life. — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIM'S  SDCTH  SPEECH.] 

Crentlemen  Moderators : — In  regard  to  the  fact  whether  Origen 
was,  or  was  not,  the  author  of  the  system  of  Atonement  I  descri- 
bed in  my  last  speech,  it  is  of  little  moment.  That  he  had  imbi- 
bed some  heathen  errors,  notwithstanding  his  belief  in  the  great 
doctrine  of  the  final  redemption  of  all  mankind,  which  he  had  re- 
ceived from  the  direct  successors  of  the  Apostles,  is  very  proba- 
ble, considering  the  age  in  which  he  lived.  But  the  material 
point  respecting  the  matter  under  consideration,  is  that  the  child- 
ish and  ridiculous  theory  referred  to,  was  the  form  in  which  the 
modem  doctrine  of  the  Atonement  was  held  when  it  first  showed 
its  distorted  visage  in  the  Christian  church — indicating  beyond  all 

f possible  doubt,  tnat  it  was  a  gross  heathen  notion,  surreptitious- 
y  engrafted  into  Christianity,  during  an  age  of  ignorance.     This 
is  a  position  which  cannot  be  overthrown. 

Elder  Holmes  in  rather  dolorous  tones,  reminds  us  that  he  is 
here  alone,  with  none  to  assist  him  in  carrying  forward  the  labo- 
rious task  in  which  he  is  engaged.     I  grieve  fdr  the  helpless  state 
of  my  friend,  and  sincerely  sympathize  with  him  in  the  cheerless 
prospect  before  him.     Engaged  in  the  support  of  doctrines,  at 
which  his  own  good  heart  and  sound  reason  both  revolt — per- 
plexed beyond  measure,  in  weakening  in  the  slightest  degree,  the 
self-evident  and  overwhelming  arguments  which  the  doctrine  of 
Impartial  Grace,  ever  furnishes  its  advocates — striving  to  intro- 
duce something  in  the  form  of  Negative  Arguments,  that  shall 
present  at  least  some  show  of  plausibility,  yet  not  succeeding  in 
getting  one,  that  even  touches  the  question — with  none  to  aid  dim 
in  extricating  himself  from  the'  laoyrinthian  toils  in  which  he  is 
involved — most  assuredly  be  is  to  be  pitied  ! !     We  have  all  seen 
tJ^t  he  has  been  nearly  alone  here,  from  the  beginning,  although 
the  country  is  full  of  Methodist  and  other  partialist  clergymen, 
and  scores  of  them  could  have  been  present,  if  they  had  pleased. 
There  must  be  &  cause  for  this  ominous  absence.    It  cannot  be 
that  they  have  not  all  confidence  in  Elder  Holmes  to  defend  their 
sentiments,  as  ably  and  successfully  as  any  man  in  their  ranks. 
I  am  satisfied  the  true  secret  of  their  absence  is  to  be  found  in 
their  want  of  confidence  in  their  cause ! !     They  know  too  well 
its  weakness — its  tottering  foundation — the  readiness  with  which 
its  absurd  doctrines  can  be  scattered  to  the  winds  of  heaven — ^tA 
be  present  to  witness  the  tnal.    Hence,  like  f  r>id.«iiX  m«&  ^^^ 
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wish  to  avoid  mortification,  they  stay  away !  The  Elder  inquires 
how  many  of  my  ministering  brethren  render  me  assistance  1  I 
answer,  there  is  little  need  of  aid  from  any  quarter,  when  a  con- 
troversialist of  ordinary  capacity  has  the  truth  to  defend.  As 
to  the  Brother*  writing  at  my  side,  to  whom  the  Elder  has  allu- 
ded, I  would  state  that  so  far  from  rendering  me  assistance,  his 
every  moment  is  occupied  in  taking  down  the  discussion,  pro  and 
con,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 

Before  noticing  farther  the  last  speech  of  my^  friend,  I  will  in- 
troduce my  Ninth  Argument.     It  is  based  on 

THE  JUSTICE  OP  GOD. 
Pbopositiov. — 1.  God  Lb  inftniteljr  Jiut    2.  His  Justice  will  remedy  all  moral 
eril — rectify  whatever  is  wronf;  in  man — and  restme  harmony  in  the  moral  Universe. 
3.  Justice  between  the  Creator  and  the  creature,  requires  and  will  secure,  the  ever- 
lasting  good  of  all  mankind. 

Proof. — 1.  God  is  infinitely  Just. — "Just  and  right  is  he." — 
(Deut.  xxxii.  4.)  "A  Just  Cfod  and  a  Savior." — (Isa.  xlv.  21.) 
**  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  King  of  Saints."-— (Rev.  xv.  3.) 
**  Shall  mortal  man  be  more  just  than  God  ?" — (Job.  iv.  17.)  Jus- 
tice is  a  fundamental  principle  in  the  government  which  Deity 
exercises  over  man. — ^^  Justice  and  Judgment  are  the  habitation 
of  thy  throne." — (Ps.  Ixxxix.  14.)  All  men  are  the  subjects  of 
God's  Justice.  So  long  as  their  existence  continues,  they  will  be 
amenable  to  its  demands.  It  is  infinitely  perfect,  and  its  claims 
must  all  be  fulfilled. 

2.  His  justice  will  remedy  all  moral  evil — rectify  whatever  is 
wrong  in  man — and  restore  harmony  in  the  moral  universe.  What 
is  the  nature  of  Justice  ?  It  is  simply  Right.  What  is  the  claim 
— ^the  requirement  of  Justice  ?  It  claims  that  whatever  wrong  is 
enacted  in  the  universe,  shall  be  remedied.  What  is  the  office  of 
Justice  ?  It  is  to  see  that  every  violation  of  the  infinite  principle 
of  Right,  shall  be  amended  and  healed,  and  that  all  the  effects  of 
evil  shall  be  destroyed ! 

I  am  aware  this  view  of  Justice,  its  nature  and  office,  is  widely* 
different  from  that  entertained  by  my  friend  opposite,  and  the  so- 
called  Evangelical  world.  But  if  there  is  any  one  point  on  which 
they  err  more  than  another,  it  is  in  their  views  of  God's  justice. 
As  they  represent  it,  its  entire  nature  is  simply  to  demand  suffer- 
ing, pain  and  agony !  Its  whole  office  is  to  inflict  stripes,  anguish, 
and  wretchedness !  It  desires  nothing  more — it  does  nothing  more. 
When  an  erring  child  of  mortality,  blmded  by  passion,  or  deceived 
by  temptation,  inflicts  injury  on  his  fellow  being,  or  the  commun- 
ity by  the  infraction  of  some  wholesome  law.  Justice,  (according 
to  the  prevailing  theory,)  turns  and  inflicts  injury  on  him — and 
that  settles  the  account !  Justice  as  thus  held,  has  no  interest  in 
the  wdfare  of  the  guilty — no  desire  to  reform — to  bring  back  to 
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rirtne  and  righteousness.  Oh  no !  all  it  wants  is  to  torment  him 
—to  crush  him  beneath  its  IRON  HEEL ! !  When  the  sinner 
strikes  a  blow,  Justice  strikes  a  blow  back  !  When  the  sinner  in- 
terferes with,  or  interrupts,  the  enjoyments  of  others,  Justice  des- 
stroys  his  enjoyments!  When  the  sinner  spills  the  blood  of  oth- 
ers, Justice  «pi7/»  Am  blood!  When  the  sinner  takes  the  life  of  a 
fellow  being.  Justice  takes  his  life!//  Thi^is  the  sole  work  and 
office  of  Justice,  as  it  stands  in  the  system  of  modern  Evangelism. 

The  mistake  our  friends  make  in  all  this,  is  that  they  have  in- 
corporated REVENGE  into  their  system,  and  call  it  Jttstice  /  This 
is  rather  an  important  error,  one  would  think  !  It  is  Revenge  that 
returns  injury  for  injury,  evil  for  evil,  blow  for  blow,  blood  for 
blood !  If  this  is  not  revenge — if  it  is  not  retaliation — then  what 
is  it  %  That  this  is  not  God^s  Justice,  is  evident  from  the  fact,  that 
Jesus  forbids  returning  evil  for  evil,  an  eye  for  an  eye,  etc. 

The  prevalent  view  of  Justice,  ascribes  to  it  an  influenoe  in  the 
Councils  of  Heaven,  altogether  too  weighty,  and  a  mode  of  pro- 
cedure abhorrent  in  the  highest  degree.  Partialist  Theology  lim- 
its and  shrivels  God's  Love,  and  Goodness,  and  Mercy,  to  the 
smallest  possible  dimensions — much  smaller  even  than  man's— or 
at  least,  forbids  their  exercise  in  his  dealings  with  his  creatures, 
to  any  thing  like  the  degree  they  naturally  prompt  in  imperfect 
man's  better  nature.  At  the  same  time  it  ma^ifies  his  Justice  to 
an  infinite  superiority  over  all  his  other  attnbutes.  It  virtually 
represents  Justice  as  a  grim,  dark-visaged  Giant,  towering  above 
all  other  attributes — standing  directly  before  the  Throne  of  the 
Eternal — its  murky  shadow  like  a  vast  cloud,  stretching  across 
the  celestial  fields  of  blessedness,  and  falline  upon  and  veiling  in 
gloom  even  the  countenance  of  Heaven's  Infinite  Majesty — armed 
with  a  glittering  sword,  so  huge  as  to  reach  to  the  utmost  bounds 
of  space,  and  while  flashing  with  the  lightnings  of  infinite  ven- 
geance, and  dripping  with  noods  of  crimson  gore,  it  cuts  down 
with  furious  energy,  high  and  low,  great  and  small,  who  excite 
•its  ire !  Its  voice  of  seven  thunders  reverberates  through  Heaven, 
and  drowns  every  word  which  Love  or  Mercy  would  utter  in 
behalf  of  the  guilty,  in  vociferous  demands  for  blood/  blood!  ! 
BLOOD! ! !  So  blind  is  its  fury,  and  so  voracious  its  appetite, 
that  it  is  as  well  satisfied  with  the  blood  of  the  innocent  as  of  the 
guilty/  Yea,  so  insatiable  is  its  desire  for  blood,  that  under  the 
plea  of  sparing  humanity,  it  slakes  its  thirst  from  the  veins  of  the 
innocent  and  compassionate  Son  of  God  /  And  yet  in  wicked 
violation  of  its  dreadful  compact,  it  turns,  and  plunges  into  tor- 
ment, countless  millions  of  God's  creatures,  and  battens  upon 
their  misery  forever  and  ever ! !  While  thus  rioting  in  human 
agony,  and  pekpetuating  eternally  sin  and  blasphemy,  the  very 
things  it  affects  to  punish  and  remove,  it  tramples  on  all  the  other 
attributes,  and  compels  them  to  remain  almost  mactive !  With  its 
own  claims  DOUBLY  satisfied,  it  objects  that  any  other  attribute 
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shall  haye  its  demands  fulfilled  except  in  the  most  limited  degree ! ! 
Nay,  it  preswpptuously  and  daringly  tlirows  itself  across  the  broad 
highway  on  which  Jehovah  would  go  forth  to  great  and  gracious 
deeds  in  hehalf  of  humanity,  and  fetters  even  Omnipotence. 
...    Would  God  execute  wise  and  benevolent  plans  to  secure  the 
final  happiness  of  his  earthly  offspring  ?    Justice  interposes,  and 
preVeQts  a  consummation  so  desirable! !     Would  he  be  Good,  in- 
nnitelv,  impartially,  endlessly  Good  towards  all  men  '     He  can- 
not— he  must  n^t !     Justice  stands  in  the  way,  and  will  not  con- 
sent!     Would  thte^ blessed  Father  of  Spirits  have  mercy  oxk  his 
frail,  etting,  sinful 'creatures  1     Even  this  poor  privilege  is  denied 
him  ?    Justice  forbids  it,  and  with  loud  vociferations,  insists  that 
innumerable  multitudes  whom  Mercy  would  j^ather  in  its  a£Esc- 
tionate  embrace,  shall  be  plunged  into  unmitigated  and  endless 
agony ! !     Thus  it  prevents  the  accomplishment  of  works  the  most 
desirable  that  men  or  angels  can  imagme,  and  introduces  and  end- 
lessly perpetuates  a  state  of  sin  and  misery,  in  direct  conflict  with 
every  noly  and  gracious  attribute  of  Jehovah  ! !     Oh  God !  par- 
don, we  beseech  thee,  the  unhallowed  views  of  thy  glorious  at- 
tributes which  have  so  lon^  prevailed  among  men !     We  pray 
thee  to  remember,  it  is  in  blindness  and  ignorance,  that  thy  crea- 
tures have  dared  to  cover  the  glories  of  thy  character  in  robes  so 
dark  and  bloody ! 

Universalists  solemnly  PROTEST  against  such  representations 
of  God's  Justice.  We  utterly  detest  and  repudiate  them !  We 
believe  them  to  be  libelous  in  the  highest  degree,  in  respect  to  one 
of  the  most  holy  and  lovely  of  the  Creator's  attributes.  So  far 
from  God's  Justice  seeking  or  requiring  to  inflict  permanent  evil 
on  any  created  bein^,  its  whole  desire,  aim,  and  omce,  is  to  pro- 
mote the  welfare  ana  secure  the  endless  happiness  of  every  mem- 
ber of  the  human  race.  Justice  is  the  great  corrective,  healing, 
and, restoring  power  in  the  Divine  Government.  It  is,  as  it  wefe, 
the  vast  Balance-wheel  of  the  Moral  Universe,  which  controls, 
eaualizes  and  perfects  the  operations  of  the  complex  machinery 
of  God's  Providence.  It  causes  all  things  to  move  on  harmoni- 
ously add  surely,  to  a  perfect  and  glorious  consummation  of  the 
interest  and  happiness  of  all  created  intelligences. 

As  I  have  already  remarked,  Justice  is  simply  Right.  Its  daim 
is  that  all  wrong,  all  evil,  shall  be  remedied.  Its  office  is  to  see 
that  wrong  is  righted,  and  evil  remedied ! !  The  prosperity  and 
happiness  of  the  Universe  depends  on  the  prevalence  of  the  prin- 
ciples of  Righteousness  and  Goodness.  When  one  man  injures 
another,  in  person,  property,  or  reputation,  or  does  an  act  which 
is  destructive  to  the  welfare  of  the  community,  he  violates  the 
principles  of  Righteousness  and  Goodness,  and  enacts  an  evil  and 
a  sin.  Now  it  is  the  province  of  Justice  to  correct  this  evil,  aad 
restore  the  moral  harmony  which  it  interrupted.  This  it  imme- 
diately  proceeds  to  do.    Not  by  \nAicX\ii%  ufce  in\ury,  for  a  like 
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n  the  guilty — not  by  adopting  the  sordid  principle  of 
I,  and  rendering  blow  for  blow  and  stripe  for  stripe. 
d  make  nothing  right — it  would  not  retrieve  the  injury, 
I  the  moral  harmony  interrupted.     It  would  make  every 
se!     But  it  adopts  a  wise  and  enlightened  course  of 
and  instruction^  whereby  the  sinner  is  melted  to  contri- 
5  deeply  to  deplore  his  wickedness,  and  most  willing 
M  to  RESTORE  four-fold,  if  need  be,  for  whatever  injury 
licted  on  his  neighbor  or  on  society.     When  this  is  done 
le  sinner  is  brought  to  heartfelt  repentance,  and  made 
(  crimes,  and  hate  all  wrong — and  when  he  has  done 
power  to  remove  the  evil  he  had  caused,  and  repay  all 
I  suffered  injury  from  him — then  the  scales  of  Justice 
ed — moral  harmony  is  restored — the  injurer  and  injured 
iled^  Righteousness  and  Goodness  are  re-established,  and 
lAVED  Irom  the  dominion  of  sin  and  darkness !     What- 
y  is  inflicted  on  others,  which  the  iniurer  has  no  power 
f,  however  willing  and  anxious  to  do  so,  God  has  re- 
himself  the  privilege  to  repay  and  restore  from  the  infi- 
88  of  his  own  resources — as  a  wise  and  kind  Father 
r  from  his  own  means  to  aid  his  repentant  son,  who 
atone  for  some  wrong  deed  he  Brs  committed. 
»cesses  by  which  Justice  accomplishes  this  most  desirable 
•us  work,  are  of  varied  descriptions.   It  is  not  confined  to 
;ular  path ;  but  all  good,  salutary,  enlightening  influen- 
its  command.     Conscience  is  a  powerful  auxiliary.     Its 
reproof,  its  upbraidings,  produce  mighty  effiects  on  the 
kVhere  Conscience  is  seared,  weak  or  undeveloped,  Jus- 
is  outward  stripes  and  pains.     Not  in  anger,  not  in  ba- 
in Love  !   to  induce  reflection,  and  mature  thought  in 
r  in  regard  to  his  evil  ways.     And  when  he  is  brought 
on,  this  awakens  and  strengthens  Conscience,  and  ena- 
accomplish  its  renovating  work  on  the  heart.    Justice 
me  time,  through  a  thousand  sources,  throws  light  and 
n  on  the  sinner's  mind,  in  regard  to  the  nature  of  trans- 
and  its  evil  effects  and  the  beauty  and  excellency  of 
mess. 

rork  is  not  often,  if  ever,  entirely  accomplished  in  this 
gard  to  any  human  being.  The  present  world  is  but  a 
^oduction  to  that  endless  existence  which  is  hereafter. 
Jehovah's  plans  are  fully  consummated,  to  the  high  ad- 
of  every  intelligent  being !  The  field  of  Justice  extends 
ure  world.  It  there  accomplishes  whatever  is  necessary 
te  its  work.  There,  its  claims  on  all  men,  will  be  event- 
&lled,  by  each  soul  being  brought  to  repentance  of  sin — 
%x  and  the  injured  reconciled,  in  every^  case  of  y;iOTi% 
lacted — and  all  brought  into  reconciliation  VilYiGo^  ^3^ 
f  to  biM  government.    What  other  clsama  tkaii.  iW.  ^«i* 
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results  shall  be  attained,  can  Justice  hare  t    What  other  work 
can  come  .within  its  sphere  ?     To  say  that  it  demands  an  endless 
perpetuation  of  misery,  which  would  be  but  a  perpetuation  of  sjn, 
would  be  contending  that  it  demands  its  own  claims  to  be  forever 
unfulfilled — its  own  work  uncompleted — its  entire  purposes  end- 
lessly frustrated !    This  is  a  self-contradiction.   Justice  will  prose- 
cute its  great  designs  with  infinite  energy,  until  its  aims  are  fully 
completed — until  all  wrong  is  riehttd — all  evil  remedied — all  sin 
anniliilaled — and  a  state  of  Moral  Harmony,  grand,  sublime,  beau- 
tiful, blissful,  shall  be  ushered  in  to  know  no  end  forever ! !     The 
evidence  of  all  this,  is  found  in  the  fact— simple,  yet  all-impor- 
tant in  its  nature — ^that  Justice  is  a  PERFECT  Attribute  of  a 
PERFECT  God.     Hence  all  its  operations,  its  influences,  and 
its  results,  must  be  characterized  by  its  own  perfection ! !     And 
moreover,  the  scriptures  fully  corroborate  this  view  of  the  suc- 
cessful operation  of  Justice,  which  is  one  of  the  most  important 
principles  in  the  Divine  Law,  in  the  declaration  of  the  Psalmist — 
"  The  Law  of  the  Lord  is  PERFECT,  CONVERTING  the  soul." 
— (Ps.  xix.  7.)    The  Law — Government — Justice — of  the  Lord, 
being  PERFECT,  results  in  the  conversion  of  all  souls  over 
whom  it  is  exercised ! ! 

3.  Justice  between  the  Creator  and  the  creature,  requires  and 
will  secure,  the  everlasting  good  of  all  mankind.     Justice  not 
only  recognizes  God^s  claims  on  man,  but  it  also  acknowledges 
that  man  lias  claims  on  God.     It  throws  its  protecting  shield 
around  humanity,  and  defends  the  race  from  all  unnecessary  evil, 
as  a  consequence  of  their  existence.     We  may  believe  the  Creator 
sanctions  every  claim  which  man  can  have  upon  his  goodness,  his 
protection  and  care. — •*  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  king  of 
saints." — (Rev.  xv.  3.)     When  unoffending  beings  are  entirely 
in  the  power  of  a  higher  personage,  who  can  dispose  of  them  as 
he  chooses,  Justice  demands  they  shall  not  be  placed  in  any  condi- 
tion where  he  who  decides  their  destiny  clearly  sees  irremediable 
wretchedness,  through  any  contingency  whatever  would  overtake 
.  them.  A  father  who  should  without  any  compulsion — without  any 
thing  movine  him  thereto,  but  his  own  will  and  pleasure — place 
his  child  on  the  brink  of  a  precipice,  when  he  clearly /orejotp  that 
notwithstanding  all  his  commandments,  forewamings,  exhorta- 
tions and  entreaties,  h«  would  blindly  precipitate  himself  there- 
from, and  be  dashed  to  atoms — would  be  considered  devoid  of  the 
first  dictates  of  common  sense,  or  of  even  the  lowest  prompting 
of  humanity !     It  would  be  in  vain  for  him  to  plead  that  he  did 
not  compel  the  child  to  fall  from  the  precipice — that  he  allowed 
him  to  act  his  own  pleasure — that  he  forewarned  him  what  would 
be  the  consequences  of  approaching  the  verge — that  he  entreated 
him  by  every  thing  dear  and  sacred,  to  forbear,  and  not  place 
bjmseli  in  bo  perilous  an  attitude !    All  this  would  not  rid  him  of 
tAe  Bolemn  charge  of  having  destroyed  his  own  child ;   becsuse 


he  voluntarHi/  placed  liiin  there,  SNOwnta  that  the  result  of  that 
DKKeeding  would  be  the  death  of  the  child !  In  this  act  also,  the 
luhei-  would  violale  the  claims  of  Jostice,  which  the  child  held 
opon  him.  The  child  was  passive  in  the  hands  of  bis  father 
—he  was  not  allowed  his  own  choice,  or  in  any  way  to  deler- 
mat  whether  he  would  or  would  not,  be  placed  in  a  condition  so 
fdl  of  peril — he  could  exercise  no  foreaght  as  to  what  would 
lie  the  consequence  of  such  an  exposore,  and  when  placed  there, 
was  entirely  ignorant  of  the  disasiei  that  would  ensue !  The 
father  foTtiaw  every  thing  WaX  would  Iranapice;  and  having 
the  child  within  his  control— being  able  to  do  whatever  be  pleas- 
ed—to expose  him  to  such  a  danger,  or  keep  him  in  a  place  of 
perfect  security— the  eimple  requirement  of  Justice  dictated,  that 
noder  such  circumstances,  he  should  not  put  at  hazard  a  stake  so 
pKcioaa  aa  the  life  of  his  offspring  ! !  His  failure  to  guard  the 
welfiire  of  one  thus  wholly  dependant  on  him,  was  a  marked  and 
moostioua  violation  of  the  lirst  principles  of  Justice.  Apply  this 
illuatration  to  our  subject. 

All  human  beings,  at  the  time  of  their  creation,  are  wholly  at 
the  disposal  of  God,  Their  destiny  depends  upon  the  circumstan- 
ce* which  accompany  their  existence.  Deity  does  not  give  his 
creatures  the  privilege  of  exercising  anycAincf,  whether  they  will 
be  created  or  not.  He  allows  them  no  choice  as  lo  the  time,  or  the 
arctmutancei  of  Iheir  creation — no  choice  respecting  the  world  in 
which  Ibev  should  exist — no  choice  in  re^rd  to  the  kind  of  beings 
they  should  be  made— no  choice  as  to  what  capacities,  passions 
or  propensities  they  should  be  endowed  with!  In  fine,  tney  had 
not  the  slightest  choice,  voice,  or  influence,  in  Ihe  whole  matter. 
There  they  were,  pouiue,  helpless,  UNCONSCIOUS,  in  the  hands 
of  God,  as  clay  with  the  potter! !  The  Creator  acted  according 
to  his  own  pliaiure,  in  the  entire  transaction.  He  was  under  no 
toasuliion  to  create,  but  was  perfectly  independent  of  all  beings, 
and  subject  to  no  influence,  except  such  as  originated  in  his  owu 
nature.  And  when  of  hie  own  accord,  he  determined  to  create, 
he  was  aXfuU  liberty  to  form  bis  creatures  at  such  time,  in  such  a 
world,  and  under  such  circumstances  as  he  preferred.  He  could 
create  ihem  angels,  or  men,  and  could  endow  them  with  such  pro- 
pensities and  capabilities  aa  Rented  good  in  his  own  sight.  He 
could  make  such  things  dependent  on  their  actions  au  he  pleased, 
and  place  such  essentials  to  their  welfare  both  here  and  hereafter,/ 
beyond  all  contingency,  as  seemed  good  to  him.  He  could  peril 
their/na/  <f«(ini,,  or  make  it  PERFECTLY  SECURE  at  his  own 
option !  Moreover,  his  all-seeing  Eye  beheld  what  would  be  the 
ultimate  condition  of  all  human  beines,  under  any  given  class  of 
circumstances  in  which  they  should  lie  placed  in  life.  He  fore- 
knew what  would  be  the  final  effect  of  placing  any  coiulitioru  he- 
fore  tbein,  or  endowing  them  with  any  agency  oi  freedom.  He 
well  ondeislood  precisely  what  would  result  in  the  (vetlaatinj 
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misery  of  his  creatures,  and  what  would  make  certain  their  final 
holiness  and  happiness. 

In  this  undeniable  view  of  the  case,  who  does  not  see  that  the 
final  condition  of  mankind,  depended  wholly  upon  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  Creator  should  give  them  being  t  And 
now  allow  me  to  inq^uire,  Would  Infinite  Justice  consent  that  God 
should  FORCE  sentient  beings  into  existence,  clearly  FORESEE- 
ING that  through  any  contingency  whatever,  their  ultimate  doom 
would  be  ENDLESS  AGONY ! !  No !  NO! !  If  we  have  the  slight- 
est conception  of  the  principles  of  Justice,  it  would  utter  its  sol- 
emn PROTEST  in  the  Councils  of  Heaven,  against  any  procedure 
of  this  description !  It  would  insist  that  passive,  unconscious 
creatures  had  committed  no  crime,  no  offence,  that  ought  justly  to 
subject  them  to  the  evil  of  being  created  with  such  a  doom  clearly 
foreseen  as  awaiting  them ! ! 

It  is  in  vain  to  say  that  the  creature  need  not  lall  into  endless 
woe — that  €rod  gave  him  power  and  opportunity  to  avoid  it,  if  he 
chose.  How  could  that  doom  be  averted  when  tne  Creator  clearly 
roRESAW  he  would  experience  it.  Such  an  event  cannot  take 
place  without  Jehovah  foresaw  it  from  the  beginning.  And  the 
fact  that  he  foresaw  it,  made  it  positive  from  eternity,  that  it  would 
take  place.  Whatever  ability  or  agency  may  have  been  given  to 
the  creature,  those  whom  God  forcKnew  would  be  lost,  he  fore- 
knew also,  would  through  blindness,  ignorance,  imperfection 
or  sinfulness,  neglect  and  abuse  all  such  gifts,  and  fall  into  end- 
less blasphemy  and  ruin !  Justice  would  forever  FORBID  that 
any  being  should  be  formed,  with  such  a  destiny  foreseen !  Il 
would  insist  if  human  beings  could  not  be  created  without  final- 
ly being  plunged  into  eternal  despair,  that  they  should  be  al- 
lowed to  sleep  in  harmless  oblivion !  Why  should  a  wise  and 
merciful  God  create  at  all,  when  he  saw  the  existence  of  his 
creatures  would  terminate  so  disastrously — so  entirely  in  opposi- 
tion to  his  own  goodness  and  mercj,  and  the  wishes  of  all  good 
beings  1  But  creating  man  for  his  own  pleasure,  and  making 
him  such  a  being  as  seemed  best  to  him,  plain  Justice — even- 
handed  Equity — demanded  that  God  should  not  allow  any  being 
to  become  an  endless  loser  by  his  existence.  Justice  would  insist 
that  he  should  so  create  man,  and  so  control  his  destiny,  that  it 
shall  result  in  permanent  good — in  securing  to  each  being  holi- 
ness and  bliss,  and  to  God  himself  the  obedience  and  love  of  all 
his  intelligent  offspring.  Thus  strict  Justice  requires  the  finsil 
happiness  of  all  men. 

Elder  Holmes  yesterday,  in  hie  fourth  Reply,  made  a  desperate 
struggle  to  overthrow  my  argument  from  the  Love  of  God.  To 
do  this,  he  takes  positions  which  totally  rob  the  Creator  of  every 
particle  of  love,  or  of  all  love  that  possesses  any  activity,  efficien- 
cy, or  value !  He  is  compelled  to  this  course,  in  order  to  weaken 
evidence  in  favor  of  Universal  Salvation,  which  legitimately  flows 
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from  JeboTah]8  love.    Did  he  allow  there  was  but  ONE  DROP 
of  pure  Love  in  the  Nature  of  the  Most  Hirh,  it  would  prove  be- 
yond every  contingency,  the  truth  of  the  final  salvation  of  all 
men,  and  the  utter  falsity  of  the  Elder's  darling  tenet  of  Endless 
Wrath ! !     Hence  he  closes  his  eyes,  and  with  blind  fury,  drives 
**  rough-shod"  over  scripture,  reason,  logic,  common  sense,  to 
show  that  there  is  NO  LOVE  in  Deity,  upon  which  a  human 
being  can  place  dependence  for  salvation.     In  the  very  teetk 
of  express  declarations  of  the  Bible,  he  virtually  contends  that 
God  does  not  love  his  enemies — sinners — but  that  his  love  ex- 
tends only  to  friends ;   those  who  love  him.     In  this  he  igno- 
rantlv  reverses  the  position  established  by  the  Apostle — "  We 
love  him  because  he  FIRST  loved  us" — (I  John  iv.  19) — and  vir- 
tually insults  St.  John,  by  telling  him  he  should  have  written, 
**  He  loves  t«,  because  we  first  loved  him ! !"    The  result  of  his 
description  of  God*s  love,  is  that  it  is  only  that  selfish  and  misera- 
ble emotion,  which  was  cherished  by  the  publicans  of  old,  and 
which  so  justly  received  the  rebuke  of  the  Savior — "  If  ye  love 
them  [only]  which  love  you,  what  reward  have  ye?    uo  not 
even  QiepMicans  the  same  V- — (Matt.  v.  46.) 

The  Eider  asserts  that  Love  is  not  an  attribute,  but  an  emotion  ; 
and  that  it  has  no  independent  existence.    Then  God  is  but  an 
amotion — and  has  no  independent  existence — for  "God  is  Love.*' 
Dr.  Payson  and  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  elevated  Love  to  the  dignity 
of  holding  the  highest  station  of  all  the  characteristics  of  Deity ; 
and  maintained  tnat  every  attribute  of  the  Creator,  had  birth  in 
his  Love,  and  were  indeed,  but  varied  manifestations  of  Love. 
But  Elder  Holmes  drags  it  down  from  this  high  estate  and  tram- 
ples it  into  the  ignoble  condition,  so  far  as  its  existence  is  con- 
cerned, of  equality  with  the  brutal  passions  oifear  and  hatred!! ! 
He  declares  it  is  not  SAFE  to  build  an  argument  in  favor  of  sal- 
vation, upon  such  a  MERE  emotion  oi  the  Divine  Mind,  aJj 
LOVE ! !  I     That  such  an  argument  bears  strongly  against  th^ 
safety  of  the  modern  orthodox  theory,  is  undoubtedly  true.    But 
when  men  forsake  God's  love^  as  a  foundation  for  hope  of  salva- 
tion, will  our  friend  please  inform  the  audience  where  they  can 
rest  their  hopes  ^    Moreover,  Mr.  Holmes  informs  us  that  an  ar- 
gument from  the  Love  of  God  for  the  salvation  of.  all  men,  *•  with- 
out regard  to  their  moral  char^ter/^  is  against  logic  and  philoso- 
phy.    Very  well — who  builds  such  an  argument  ?     I  have  not. 
My  position  is,  not  that  God  will  save  all  men  without  reference 
to  their  moral  character ;   but  that  his  love  will  prompt  him  to 
bring  all  men,  through  the  reien  of  Christ,  into  such  a  moral  and 
spiritual  condition,  as  will  fit  mem  for  the  enjoyment  of  his  pres- 
ence forever!     Why  will  my  opponent  persist  in  giving  a  false 
coloring  to  my  views  %    All  the  advantage  he  seeks  to  gain  in 
this  discnsaion,  is  upon  distorted  representations  of  my  positions. 
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He  asserts  tliat  the  scriptures  as  Pon'/iWj^ declare  that  ''God  is 
a  consuming  fire/'  as  that  he  is  "Jtor*/"  Let  us  give  this  posi- 
tion a  hrief  notice.  The  scriptures  repeatedly  assert  that  "God 
is  Love*' — they  declare  his  love  extends  to  all — and  to  describe 
the  impartiality,  boundlessness,  and  eternity  of  that  love,  is  one 
of  the  favorite  topics  of  the  divine  writers.  Hence  to  believe  as 
mjr  friend  is  evidently  striving  to  make  you,  that  the  Bible  urges 
with  equal  emphasis,  and  as  of  equal  importance,  the  assertion 
that  "  God  is  a  consuming  fire,"  is  to  magnify  the  latter  declara- 
tion into  an  importance  which  it  was  never  designed  to  possess. 
What  does  my  learned  opponent  understand  by  the  declaration 
under  consideration  ?  What  does  Grod  consume  as  a  "  fire  V^ 
Human  beings?  his  own  diiidren?  How  abhorrent  the  doctrine! 
The  Elder  does  not  like  to  assert  this,  in  so  many  words ;  but  he 
insinuates  such  an  idea,  in  quoting  the  passage  for  the  purpose  he 
has.  If  he  really  believes  the  Creator  bums  up  his  offspring,  as 
the  savages  do  tneir  enemies,  we  have  a  rare  specimen  of  his  in^ 
telligence.  U  he  does  not  believe  this,  and  yet  quotes  the  pas- 
saee  with  the  object  of  conveying  such  an  impression  to  the  unen- 
lijghtened  ijortion  of  the  audience,  he  afibrds  us  a  still  rarer  spe- 
cimen of  his  candor  /  What  should  be  understood  by  the  decla- 
ration that  "God  is  a  consuming  firel" — (Heb.  xii.  29.)  It  is 
simply  a  phrase  indicative  of  Goa's  power  and  energy  in  detect- 
ing and  destroying  all  the  schemes  of  the  wicked,  and  in  bringing 
them  to  a  just  punishment — which  punishment  shall  result  in 
burning  up,  destropng,  all  iniquity  and  error,  and  in  the  cleans- 
ing of  the  guilty  from  every  immorality.  The  whole  scope  of 
this  kind  of  phraseology  is  given  us  by  St.  Paul,  in  his  use  of  a 
similar  figure. — *'  For  other  foundation  can  no  man  lay  than  that 
|i  laid,  which  is  Jesus  Christ.  Now  if  any  man  build  upon  this 
oundation,  gold,  silver,  precious  stones,  wood,  hay,  stubble  j  ev- 
ery man^s  work  shall  be  made  manifest,  for  the  day  shall  declare 
it,  because  It  shall  be  revealed  by  fire  ;  and  the /re  shall  try  every 
man's  work,  of  what  sort  it  is.  If  any  man's  work  abide  which 
he  hath  built  thereupon,  he  shall  receive  a  reward.  If  any  man's 
work  shall  be  burned^  he  shall  sulTer  loss;  but  he  himself  shall 
be  SAVED;  yet  so  as  by  Jirer—{1  Cor.  iii.  11-15.)  Origen, 
one  of  the  most  learned  and  eminent  of  the  Christian  Fathers  in 
the  third  century,  in  the  following  extract  from  his  works,  gives 
us  his  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  declaration  that  "  God  is  a  con- 
suming fire,"  and  like  scriptural  i)hraseolgy.  And  there  is  the 
best  of  reason  for  the  belief  that  Origen  imbibed  his  sentiments  on 
this  subject,  directly  from  the  immediate  successors  of  the  Apos- 
tles.   He  says : — 

^*The  sacred  scriptures  do  indeed  call  our  God  a  consuming 
fire :  and  say  that  rivers  of  fire  go  before  his  face,  and  that  he 
shall  come  as  a  refiner's  fire,  and  as  fuller's  soap,  and  purify  the 
the  people.    As  therefore,  God  is  a  consuming  fire,  what  is  that 
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fo  be  consumed  by  biin  ?  We  say  it  is  trickedness,  and  wbatet^r 
proceeds  from  it,  sncb  as  is  figuratively  caDed  wood,  hay,  stub- 
ole ;  these  are  what  God  in  the  character  of  fire,  consumes.  And 
it  is  evidently  the  wicked  works  of  a  man  which  are  denoted  by 
the  terms  wood,  hay,  and  stubble ;  it  is  consequently  easy  to  un- 
derstand what  is  the  nature  of  that  fire  by  which  they  are  to  be 
consumed.  Says  the  Apostle,  the  fire  shall  try  every  man's  work, 
of  what  sort  it  is.  If  any  one's  work  abide  which  he  hath  built, 
he  shall  receive  a  reward.  If  any  one's  work  be  burned,  he  shall 
isuffer  loss." 

The  Elder  informs  us  that  the  Bible  declares  "  it  is  a  fearful 
thing  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  living  Grod." — (Heb.  x.  31.) 
Do  the  audience  perceive  the  object  for  which  he  is  bunting  up 
these  passages  of  scripture '?  It  is  to  infuse  doubt  in  your  mindft 
in  regard  to  the  love  of  God — ^to  make  you  fear  that  God  hates  in- 
stead of  loves — in  other  words,  to  find  somcfthinf  that  shall  con- 
fradict  the  assertion  of  St.  John,  that  "God  is  Love !"^ — (I  John 
iv.  8.)  He  would,  as  far  as  he  dare,  destroy  the  influence  of  the  in- 
spired Apostle,  and  induce  you  to  believe  God  IS  NOT  Love !  It 
is  truly  a  fearful  thing  for  the  wicked  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the 
living  God.  Why?  Not  because  his  love  is  withdrawn  from 
them,  but  because  he  inflicts  condign  punishment  upon  them,  and 
by  a  process,  severe  and  trying,  but  salutary,  brin^  them  at 
length  to  a  heartfelt  repentance  of  their  sins.  The  infliction  of 
pain,  is  ever  fearful  to  nim  who  endures  it,  however  beneficial 
the  object.  It  is  a  fearful  thing  for  a  wounded  man  to  fall  into 
the  hands  of  a  surgeon,  to  have  a  joint  set,  or  a  limb  amputated. 
Yet  he  knows  the  physician  is  his  friend,  and  that  the  pain  is  de- 
signed for  his  good ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  he  does  not  believe  the  declaration  of  the 
scriptures,  that  "  God  is  Love,"  is  to  be  taken  in  an  ctbsolute  wnatl 
So  any  one  would  judge  from  the  positions  he  assumes,  and  the 
doctrines  he  defends.  There  is  a  very  weighty  reason  why  he 
should  seek  to  weaken  the  strength  of  this  important  declaration, 
and  throw  around  it  all  the  doiiot  and  suspicion  possible.  For 
'Nrhen  received  only  in  its  most  plain  and  obvious  sense,  it  utterly 
annihilates  the  doctrine  of  the  endless  perpetuity  of  sin  and  mis- 
ery, and  proves  to  a  demonstration,  tne  final  happiness  of  all 
mankind.  Did  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  defend  the  doctrines  m^ 
friend  advocates,  I  would  strive  to  thrust  aside  and  overthrow  li 
possible,  a  declaration  so  Omnipotent  in  its  weight  and  influence, 
as  the  three  inspired  words  of  St.  John—"  GOD  IS  LOVE ! !" 
.'But  who  so  weak-minded  among  the  people,  as  to  be  deceived  by 
%is  futile  attempts  to  neutralize  the  Iveight  of  this  passage  ?  There 
it  stands  so  plain  that  a  child  can  comprehend  it,  and  yet  sc 
'Biiehty  that  all  the  arts  of  sophistry  cannot  overturn  it ! 

in  my  argument  on  the  Love  of  God,  I  introduced  an  elt^ui^i 
^extract  from  Dr.  Payson,  in  which  he  declaims  that  the  Father  ^i 
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my  ineiia.    ae  aoes  not  iiKe  to  aeciare  in  so  ma 
abhorrent  thoug^ht  that  the  Creator  HATES  his  c 
But  he  says  that  which  can  mean  nothing  else,  in 
God  possesses  other — <i.  e.  opposite — )  feelings  than 
This  is  one  of  those  instances,  of  which  we  have 
specimens  during  this  discussion,  in  which  Elder  I 
purpose  of  influencing  the  more  ignorant  portion  of 
covertly  insinuates  tnat  which  he  dare  not  assert 
our  Maker  approbates  the  good,  and  disapprobates  th 
this  disappobation  does  not  destroy  his  love  for  the 
ery  parent  may  know  this,  when  he  reflects  that  alt 
approbates  the  conduct  of  his  disobedient  son,  ye 
cease  to  love  him.     That  God  loves  the  sinful^  is  o 
damental  doctrines  of  Christianity.    Has  not  my  fr: 
to  the  knowledge  of  even  this  simple  truth  ?    St.  Pi 
the  "GREAT  LOVE  wherewith  God  loved  us,  even  i 
dead  in  sins!^'— (Eph.  ii.  4,  5.) 

I  have  shown  how  materially  Mr.  Holmes  differs  i 
son  in  regard  God^s  love.  Let  us  see  whether  he  a| 
ter  with  his  own  Dr.  Adam  Clarke.  "  God  is  Love. 
Fountain  of  Benevolence,  and  Beneficence  to  ever 
INO.  He  CANNOT  HATE,  because  he  is  LOVE! 
his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil  and  the  good ;  and  send 
the  just  and  the  unjust.  He  has  made  no  human  b 
DiTioN  j  nor  ever  rendered  it  impossible^  by  any  nee 
cree,  for  any  fallen  soul  to  find  mercy.  He  has  gi\ 
proof  of  his  love  to  the  whole  human  race,  by  the  i 
nis  Son,  who  tasted  death  for  every  man.  How  a 
absolute,  unconditional  reprobation  of  the  firea/er  nai 
of  the  human  race,  stand  in  tn* — ^-^xz:_ 
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Holmes  contends  he  can  do  something  besides  love — he  cak  hate  ! 
Here  we  have  Edward  Payson,  D.  D.  and  Adam  Clarke,  D.  D. 
verstis  David  Holmes,  A.  M. 

My  friend  has  called  our  attention  to  earthquakes,  storms,  and 
tornadoes,  to  famine,  pestilence,  the  cholera,  and  the  destruction 
of  the  antediluvians,  with  an  intent  to  show  that  God  is  not  Love, 
or  that  he  can  hate  as  well  as  love .  All  these  calamities  and  con- 
Tulsions  he  introduces  as  evidence  that  he  is  filled  with  wrath  and 
hatred  towards  the  wicked.  Whither  is  my  opponent  tending  ? 
Does  he  not  know  that  in  his  phrenzied  efforts  to  destroy  the  love 
of  God,  he  has  wandered  into  the  grossest  notions  of  the  benight- 
ed heathen?  The  earthquake,  the  thunder,  the  whirlwind,  the 
pestilence,  are  viewed  by  the  ignorant  Hindoo,  the  poor  Indian, 
as  evidence  that  their  gods  are  angrt  and  full  of  iatred  ;  and 
forthwith  they  fly  to  conceal  themselves  until  their  wrath  is  past, 
or  haste  to  oner  some  sanguinary  sacrifice  to  appease  their  exci- 
ted furvl!  In  the  Dark  Ages,  when  the  civilized  world  was 
plunged  into  the  deepest  ignorance,  similar  notions  crept  into  the 
church  of  Christ,  respecting  the  proceedings  of  the  true  God. 
Hence  the  origin  of  prayers,  and  fasts,  and  various  ceremonies  to 
appease  the  supposed  anger  of  the  Deity,  in  the  midst  of  great  ca^ 
lamities !  But  it  could  hardly  have  been  anticipated,  that  in  this 
enlightened  age — in  the  middle  of  the  Nineteenth  Century— a 
clergyman  could  be  found,  holding  a  high  station  in  the  ranks  of 
the  Evangelical,  who  would  resort  even  in  so  great  an  extremity 
and  distress  as  my  friend  is,  to  these  heathen  notions,  to  prove 
that  God  hates  his  creatures!  I  have  before  asserted,  that  the 
distinctive  features  of  modern  orthodoxy,  were  drawn  from  Pagan 
mythology,  and  here  we  have  another  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
assertion.  Return  my  friend — I  beg  you,  for  the  sake  of  consis- 
tency— return  somewhere  within  the  limits  of  Christianity  to  ob- 
tain your  arguments — If  not  to  find  any  that  will  be  of  more  avail, 
at  least  return  for  the  sake  of  supporting  in  some  degree,  the  dig- 
nity of  our  discussion ! ! 

When  the  whirlwind  rushes  over  the  earth,  prostrating  all 
things  in  its  course — or  the  black  cloud  arises  in  tne  west,  caus- 
ing the  hills  and  valleys  to  reverberate  with  its  awful  voice- 
flashing  forth  its  vivid  liehtnings — crashing  rock,  tree,  edifice, 
with  its  terrific  thunder-bolt — ^the  heart  of  man  is  filled  with  awe 
at  the  mighty  goings  forth  of  God  in  nature !  To  the  ignorant, 
these  movements  appear  the  indications  of  anger  in  Him  who 
"  rideth  on  the  whirlwind  and  directeth  the  storm/'  But  to  the 
intelligent  mind,  to  the  student  of  nature^  who  has  investigated 
the  operations  of  the  physical  laws  of  the  world,  these  movements 
furnish  the  strongest  evidence  of  the  benevolence  and  love  of  na^ 
tore's  God.  He  sees  in  them  a  pttr]K>se  characterized  by  the  ut- 
most wisdom  and  beneficence— a  desigii  to  cleanse  the  atmosphere 
of  the  noxious  vapor,  the  deadly  miasma — ^to  furnish  a  fxnth^ 


all  the  thousand  influences  which  they  exert,  th< 
moral  atmosphere — bum  up.  as  it  were,  the  poison 
wickedness — restore  a  just  equilibrium  in  the  moi 
and  furnish  for  the  time  being,  a  pure  atmosphere 
Is  it  inquired,  what  becomes  of  men,  of  nations,  th 
Pollow  out  the  analogy.    What  becomes  of  the  uii 
ria  when  removed  from  the  atmosphere  by  the  t< 
thunder-storm?    Is  it  destroyed?    Not  in  the  lea 
changed  in  all  its  relation&-:-it  enters  into  new  an 
combinations;  and  through  this  transformation,  tha 
was  poisonous,  becomes  pure  and  healthful.     So  of 
uals,  communities,  or  races,  whom  God  removes 
and  terrific  calamities,  to  cleanse  the  moral  air  o 
They  are  not  destroyed.    A  wise  God  would  not  cres 
be  foresaw  it  would  be  necessary  for  him  to  destro 
process  by  which  he  removes  them  to  another  exii 
of  the  agencies  through  which  he  purifies  them,  v 
temporal  calamity,  he  is  purifying  the  earth !     In 
of  being,  they  are  placed  under  hi^er  influences — tl 
and  holier  associations — they  are  instructed  with  hea 
edge — ^their  minds  are  enlightened,  their  hearts  cleani 
they  are  fitted  to  go  up  to  still  holier  and  happier 
at  length  Uiey  become  worthy  to  worship  with  ang( 
Throne  of  Omnipotent  Love ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  inquires  whether  God^s  love  is  not  as 
it  ever  will  be  ?  And  he  insists  that  as  his  love  does  i 
all  men  happy,  it  never  will  produce  that  efiect ! 
blind — or  stubborn — or  in  an  utter  extremity — thj 
in  urging  again  and  again,  an  ai]gument  which  if^ 
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that  the^  do  not  know  even  when  they  are  punished! !  Hence  all 
these  things  will  be  precisely  so  hereafter  and  forever !  How  does 
my  friend  relish  his  logic  when  applied  to  himself !  Let  him  test 
his  argument  by  men's  proceedings.  A  father  loves  his  son  as 
much  at  five  years  of  age,  as  he  will  at  twenty-one.  But  he  doea 
not  establish  him  in  business  at  five-,  hence  we  must  conclude  he 
will  not  at  twenty-one  ! !  Take  another  illustration — God-s  wis- 
dom  is  as  great  when  the  green  blade  of  wheat  springs  from  the 
earth,  as  it  will  ever  be.  Yet  it  does  not  cause  that  blade  then 
to  produce  the  well-loaded  head,  hence  he  will  never  allow  it  to 
become  ripened  for  the  sickle !  Is  this  the  "  deep  water"  of  par- 
tialism  1  Need  I  again  remind  my  friend  and  the  audience,  that 
all  God's  works  and  providences  are  progressive  ?  His  love  is  as 
Mrone  at  one  time  as  another ;  for  "he  can  do  nothing  but  Love," 
says  Dr.  Pay  son.  But  he  has  times  and  seasons  for  the  bestow- 
jnent  of  all  his  gifts  on  his  dependent  creatures.  He  will  gfant 
each  favor  at  the  proper  moment.  The  river  of  his  Love,  as  man- 
ifested toward  men,  will  gradually  increase  its  volume  in  width 
and  depth,  until  it  becomes  a  mighty  stream  that  "  no  man  can 
cross  over."  in  which  a  universe  can  bathe  their  souls,  and  wash 
away  all  their  contaminations! 

Mr.  Holmes  charges  Universalists  with  representing  God  as 
,^^the  basest  of  all  hypocrites'^  in  first  making  it  absolutely  necessa- 
ry for  men  to  sin,  and  then  commanding  them  not  to  sin,  and  pun- 
ishing those  who  do  sin !  The  audience  cannot  fail  to  see  the 
groundlessness  of  this  charge.  His  argument  to  support  it  affords 
as  rare  a  specimen  as  the  annals  of  controversy  can  show,  of  a 
reckless  assumption  oi  false  premises — a  charging  upon  an  oppo- 
nent positions  which  he  has  never  taken,  and  then  reasoning  from 
these  false  premises  and  positions,  as  though  they  were  truef  U 
any  system  that  the  crazy  imagination  of  man  ever  invented  on 
earth,  charges  Deity  with  hypocrisy,  it  is  that  to  which  Elder 
Holmes  is  himself  wedded-  It  acknowledges  that  God  foresees 
ani foreknows  all  things  that  can  take  place  throughout  time  and 
eternity.  He  knows  when  he  places  terms  before  his  creatures 
whether  they  will  accept  them,  or  reject  them.  Yet  the  gentle- 
man's theology  declares  that  Deity  has  affixed  certain  conditions 
to  salvation — that  he  is  willing  and  anxious  that  his  creatures 
should  assent  to  them — nay,  exhorts,  urges,  entreats,  them  to  flee 
from  the  wrath  to  come,  and  comply  with  the  terms  of  salvation 
—tells  them  they  can  comply,  and  that  eternal  happiness  shall  be 
the  reward  of  their  compliance — and  yet  all  the  time,  foresaw 
and  roHEKNEw,  that  they  would  never  comply! ! — foreknew  when 
he  made  the  creature,  that  he  would  not  fulfil  the  terms  of  salva- 
.tion — foreknew  when  he  arranged  the  terms,  that  the  creature 
would  not  accept  of  them ! ! !  And  a  man  contending  for  such  a 
theory,  charges  Universalists  with  making  God  a  hypocrite/ 
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This  charge  is  destitute  of  even  a  shadow  of  truth.  We  do 
not  assert  that  God  has  made  it  necessary  for  men  to  sin,  or  that 
he  toills  and  compels  them  to  sin.  Nor  do  we  take  any  ground 
from  which  such  an  inference  can  justly  be  drawn.  I  have  re- 
peatedly stated  our  views  on  this  subject,  and  yet  as  repeatedly 
nas  my  opponent  continued  his  misrepresentations.  We  believe 
that  for  wise  and  good  purposes,  the  Creator  was  pleased  to  cause 
man's  endless  existence  to  commence  in  the  midst  of  imperfection 
— with  a  body  subject  to  vanity — or  as  St.  Paul  expresses  it — 
**  We  have  this  treasure  in  earthen  [frail,  imperfect]  vessels, 
that  the  excellency  of  the  power  may  be  of  God,  and  not  of  us.** 
— (2  Cor.  iv.  7.)  We  believe  that  he  endowed  man  with  Moral 
Freedotn^  which  involves  not  a  necessity,  but  a  liability  to  sin — 
That  as  a  consequence  of  his  condition  and  his  gifts,  he  was  in  a 
state  of  exposure  to  temptation  and  wrong ;  but  that  there  was  no 
necessity^  no  compulsion^  resting  on  him,  to  make  him  sin — there 
was  no  capacity  or  faculty  of  body  or  mind,  that  unavoidably  led 
him  to  the  commission  oi  wickedness.  He  had  sufficient  power 
given  to  resist  all  temptation,  and  control  all  his  passions,  so 
that  he  could  be,  as  was  the  Savior,  *^  tempted  in  all  things,  and 
yet  without  sin ! ''  He  was  made  free  to  obey  or  disobey,  as  he 
might  choose.  And  from  this  freedom  grows  his  responsibility  !  I 
Viewing  the  subject  in  this  light,  God  could,  with  gr«»at  propriety! 
forbid  him  to  sin — and  advise,  urge,  exhort  him,  not  to  give  way 
to  temptation ! ! — He  could  also  with  the  utmost  consistency  and 
justice,  when  he  fell  into  sin,  punish  him  for  his  wrong  doing,  to 
turn  him  from  his  evil  ways,  and  bring  him  into  obedience  and 
love ! !  Here  is  where  Universalists stand  on  this  subject.  Hence 
all  intelligent  minds  will  see,  that  the  Elder's  argument  so  full  of 
display  and  flourish  to  prove  that  we  make  God  a  hypocrite,  van- 
ishes mto  thin  air ;  and  that  the  three  horns  of  his  boasted  dilem- 
ma, effect  no  other  mischief  than  to  gore  to  the  vitals  of  his  own 
system ! 

Having  given  our  opinion  on  the  subject  of  man's  imperfec- 
tion, let  me  call  upon  my  opponent  to  assume  the  responsibility 
of  laying  before  us  his  explanation.  Will  he  inform  us  how  Dei- 
ty could  bestow  moral  freedom  on  an  intelligent  being,  without 
involving  a  liability  to  sin  ?  Man's  subjection  to  imperfection  and 
exposure  to  temptation,  must  have  been  either  in  accordance  with 
God's  will,  or  in  opposition  to  it.  If  in  opposition,  as  Elder 
Holmes  contends,  then  his  Will  has  been  frustrated.  If  the  Crea- 
tor's Will  has  been  frustrated  in  one  respect,  will  he  show  us 
why  it  may  not  in  another,  and  all  respects  %  Will  he  instruct 
us  why  it  may  not  be  frustrated  in  its  plans  to  make  any  of  his 
creatures  happy  in  another  world  T  I  hope  he  will  also  tell  us 
upon  what  foundation  he  places  his  trust  for  future  ajid  endless 
felicity,  if  God's  will  and  purpose  can  be  overthrown !  And  more- 
over let  him  not  forget  to  teach  us  the  meaning  of  the  Bible  dec* 
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laration— "  He  DOETH  according  to  his  Will,  in  the  army  of 
heaven,  and  anong  the  inhabifants  of  the  earth ;  and  NONE  can 
stay  his  hand,  or  say  unto  him,  What  doest  thou  V' — (Dan.  iv.  35.) 
And  also  the  meaning  of  the  Apostle's  language — He  "  worketh 
ALL  THINGS  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  Will!"— (Enh.  i.  11.) 

The  Elder  insists  that  according  to  Universalism  God  had  nei- 
ther the  Wisdom  nor  the  Poteerto  make  men  holy  and  happy  with- 
out first  making  them  sinful.  I  deny  this  in  toto.  We  insist 
there  were  an  infinite  variety  of  ways  in  which  Jehovah  could 
have  made  his  creatures  holy  and  happy,  had  he  thought 
proper ;  but  for  reasons  approbated  by  his  unerring  Wisdom  and 
nis  impartial  Love,  he  was  pleased  to  adopt  that  plan  which  at 
first  ushers  us  into  existence  in  the  midst  of  temporary  imper- 
fection, but  which  leads  eventually  to  glory,  immortality  and  end- 
less felicity! 

He  maintains  it  is  not  the  duration  of  punishment  which  makes 
it  an  evU^  but  its  nature — and  that  if  punishment  is  right  in  its 
nature^  it  cannot  be  wrong  in  its  duration  !  Here  IS  logic ! !  If 
I  administer  the  right  kind  of  punishment  to  my  child  for  one 
moment,  then,  upon  this  hypothesis,  it  would  not  be  wrong  for 
me  to  inflict  the  same  punishment  on  him  during  his  whole  life!  ! 
Need  a  word  more  be  said  on  this  fallacy  ? 

Mr.  Holmes  entered  apon  a  long,  dull  and  tedious  argument 
this  morning,  on  the  government  oi  God.  Much  of  it  was  entire- 
ly irrelevant,  because  it  involved  principles  which  are  not  in  dis- 
cussion between  us — principles  which  we  both  admit.  It  was 
an  essay,  in  which  every  thmg  was  asserted  and  nothing  proved, 
rather  than  an  Argument^  where  evidence  is  introduced  to  support 
the  propositions  laid  down.  I  wish  the  audience  distinctly  to 
notice,  that  throughout  the  whole  of  this  essay,  he  pays  not  the 
slightest  attention  to  my  Argument  on  the  Government  of  God , 
which  was  introduced  in  my  first  speech  on  this  question.  He  is 
totally,  STUDIOUSLY  and  INTENTIONALLY  silent  in  regard  to 
that  Argument.  Now  there  is  a  reason  for  this  course  of  pro- 
ceedure  ;  and  a  reason  so  obvious  that  none  can  mistake  it.  He 
was  perfectly  aware  that  he  could  not  weaken  a  single  proposi- 
tion in  that  Argument ;  and  hence  he  dare  not  attempt  it.  I  laid 
down  in  the  Argument  on  God^s  government,  and  proved  by  a 
plain,  straight-forward,  logical  deduction,  and  by  positive  scrip- 
ture testimony,  the  following  propositions :  1 .  Jehovah  is  a  Sove- 
reiffn.  2.  He  has  established  a  Government  over  all  mankind. 
3.  His  Government  is  designed  for  a  specific  object.  4.  That  ob- 
ject is  the  permanent  establishment  of  the  GOOD  o^  ettch  and  every 
being  overjwhom  it  is  exercised.  5.  God  is  perfect — his  govern- 
ment is  perfect ;  and  in  its  final  results  it  will  bring  all  men  to  a 
state  of  perfect  holiness  and  happiness !  To  these  well  established 
facts,  Elder  Holmes  makes  no  response — can  make  no  reply — can 
urge  no  objection  1    He  yields  the  ground  in  regard  to  them: — 
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gives  them  into  my  possession,  and  thus  virtually  assents  to  their 
tnith.  This  alone  decides  the  discussion.  That  argument  proves 
beyond  the  reach  of  doubt,  the  ultimate  holiness  and  happiness  of 
all  mankind.  My  opponent  does  not  deny  it,  and  in  nict  thus 
abandons  the  negative  of  the  question. 

Instead  of  meeting  and  attempting  to  confute  my  Argument  on 
the  Govervment  of  6od,  Mr.  Holmes  adroitly  and  with  great  dis- 
play of  logical  terms,  and  much  useless  verbiage,  goes  into  an  es- 
say on  God's  government.  As  I  have  already  remarked,  this  essay 
has  no  direct  and  positive  bearing  on  the'^question  in  discussion. 
It  neither  strengthens  his  position,  nor  weakens  mine.  So  useless, 
far  off,  and  strange,  is  his  train  of  remarks,  that  he  absolutely  enters 
into  a  course  of  reasoning,  to  prove  as  against  me,  that  which  I 
h&ve  already  admiited  from  the  commencement  of  this  discussion, 
viz.  man*s  moral  freedom.  Our  hearers  will  bear  me  witness,  that 
during  our  investigation  of  both  questions  which  have  engaged  our 
attention,  I  have  from  the  beginning,  recognized  man  as  a  free 
moral  agent,  and  that,  indeed,  many  of  my  propositions,  rest  on 
the  fact,  which  I  again  and  again  distinctly  asserted,  that  morsd 
freedom  is  given  to  man.  And  yet  the  Elder  so  stultifies  himself, 
as  to  laboriously  attempt  to  prove  that  which  is  one  of  the  funda- 
mental principles  in  my  whole  theory.     Is  the  man  stone  blind  f 

All  he  says  in  regard  to  irresistible  Fate,  or  a  government  of  Ne» 
eessity^  is  time  and  strength  wasted.  It  has  no  bearing  against 
Universal  ism.  We  are  no  more  believers  in  Fate  or  Necessity,  than 
are  the  Methodists,  nor  half  so  much  as  my  friend's  Calvinisttc 
brethren.  Nor  can  any  deduction  leading  to  Fate  or  Necessity,  be 
drawn  from  our  doctrines.  We  believe,  while  man  is  free,  God 
is  the  Sovereign  Ruler  of  the  Universe,  He  has  purposed  and 
willed  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  a  state  of  holiness  and  happi- 
ness. The  Right  and  the  Power  is  his,  to  do  his  Will  on  earth 
and  in  heaven.  His  design  respecting  his  creatures,  he  w^ill  in  his 
own  time,  triumphantly  and  perfectly  accomplish.  But  so  far  from 
doing  this  by  subjecting  his  creatures  to  an  iron  Necessity,  and  ma- 
king mere  machines  of  them,  he  will  accomplish  it,  as  one  of  his 
means  through  man's  freedom-— ihoX  very  freedom  shall  form  one 
of  the  steps  by  which  the  creature  shall  approach  the  Creator  in 
voluntary  obedience  and  love !  The  accomplishment  of  sach  a 
work,  through  such  instrumentalities,  is  one  of  the  highest  glories 
of  God's  infinite  wisdom  ! ! 

These  remarks  afford  an  abundant  reply  to  all  my  friend  has  said 
in  regard  to  the  characteristics  of  a  moral  government.  There  is, 
however,  one  point  he  labored  to  establish,  which  is  of  a  remarka- 
ble character.  He  contended  that  there  is  a  wide  distinction  be- 
tween a  Moral  government  and  a  Paternal  eovernmenl — that  a 
Moral  government  developes  all  the  moral  Attributes  of  God,  while 
a  Paternal  government  was  based  only  on  one  Attribute  of  the 
godhead,  viz.  Paterkitt. 
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^     Mr.  Holmes. — Not  an  Attribute,  but  a  result. 

Mr.  Austin. — My  friend  used  the  word  "  Attribute."  If  Pater- 
nity  is  not  an  Attribute  of  God,  then  in  no  sense  can  he  be  the  Fa- 
ther of  a  created  bein^.  The  distinction  attempted  to  be  diawn  be- 
tween a  Moral  and  a  Paternal  government,  cannot  apply  to  the 
Deity.  A  morld  government  may  exist  without  the  characteristic 
of  Paternity — as  the  government  of  a  school,  or  of  a  kingdom. 
But  a  good,  a  perfect  Paternal  government  cannot  exist  without  all 
the  qualities  of  a  Moral  government.  It  is  in  truth,  a  Moral  gov- 
ernment with  the  added  characteristic  of  Paternity.  And  this  Pa- 
ternity, so  far  from  destroying  or  neutralizing  the  operation  of  the 
moral  characteristics,  quickens  them  into  life,  and  so  controls  their 
administration,  as  to  make  them  agents  to  promote  the  prosperity 
and  secure  the  happiness,  of  all  the  subjects  of  such  a  government. 
Now  God  is  the  FATHER  of  all  intelligent  beings.  This  is  the 
light  in  which  he  is  invariably  represented  throughout  the  Gospel, 
by  Christ  and  the  Apostles.  His  government,  therefore,  is  strictly 
and  purely  PARENTAL !  It  is  a  Moral  government  in  every  re- 
spect and  to  every  extent  in  which  that  word  can  describe  it.  It  is 
wise,  just,  mercinil,  holy,  good,  benevolent.  But  above  all  these 
characteristics,  out  dazzling  them  all,  cui  the  brightness  of  the  sun 
eclipses  the  **  lesser  lights"  of  night— shines  his  PATERNITY ! ! 
•  He  18  more  than  a  king  to  men — he  is  theif  Father  ! !  His  Pater- 
nity gives  its  own  beautiful  and  glorious  coloring  to  all  the  acts  of 
his  government.  He  rules  as  a  Father — rewards  as  a  Father — ptin- 
iskei  as  a  Father  ! !  All  his  acts  as  a  wise  and  tender  Parent,  aim 
at  the  good  of  his  great  family  !  He  reigns  not  to  imhrute,  but  to 
im^rxtct — not  to  thrust  down  but  to  elevae — not  to  curse,  but  to  bless 
— not  to  place  his  children  where  they  will  blaspheme  Yds  li^m^  for- 
ever— but  where  they  will  obey,  and  love,  and  adore  him  through 
eternity ! ! 

The  Elder  gravely  marches  in  his  Antediluvian  friends  again, 
and  parades  them  before  us,  as  though  thev  were  entirely  new  ac- 
tors in  the  scene,  and  had  not  been  marshalled  here  something  less 
than  a  score  of  times  already  !  I  say  his  friends ;  for  how  could 
he  or  any  partialist,  contend  against  Uod*s  impartial  grace,  without 
the  assistance  of  the  poor  Antediluvians?  He^wants  to  know 
whether  God  removed  them  for  their  good  ?  And  to  show  that  he 
could  not  have  had  their  benefit  in  view,  he  quotes  the  passage  that 
*'  it  repented  the  Lord  that  he  had  made  man  on  the  earth,  and  it 
grieved  him  at  his  heart.'* — (Gen.  vi.  6.)  In  reply  to  the  inquiry,  I 
answer,  yes;  Grod  did  remove  the  Antediluvians  for  their  good, and 
the  good  of  the  world  !  Does  my  friend  say,  he  removed  them  for 
the  purpose  of  inflicting  injury  and  irremediable  ruin  upon  them  ? 
Then  he  charges  the  holy  God  of  love  with  a  cool  and  deliberate 
.  enactment  of  evil !  Let  the  audience  decide  which  view  accords 
most  with  the  character  of  our  heavenly  Father,  as  a  wise  and  good 
being! 
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As  to  the  passage  quoted  from  Genesis,  I  view  its  meaning  in  a 
Tcry  different  light  from  that  in  which  my  friend  seems  to  receire 
it.  Does  he  understand  the  language  literally  ?  Would  he  con- 
▼ey  to  our  hearers  the  idea  that  Jehoirah  literally  repents  and  be- 
comes sorry  for  any  thing  he  has  done  ?  From  the  use  he  has  made 
of  the  passage,  this  must  have  been  the  impression  he  designed  to 
leave  on  the  audience  !  It  is  surprising  a  professed  christian  min- 
ister will  run  into  the  most  arrant  nonsense — make  representations 
of  Deity  entirely  destructive  to  his  perfections,  and  to  all  rational 
confidence  in  him — and  place  effective  weapons  in  the  hands  of  the 
Atheist — all  to  build  up  a  sinking  system,  vihich  he  himself  detests 
in  his  own  heart !  Let  my  opponent  and  those  who  sympathize 
with  him,  be  instructed  better  on  this  subject,  and  cease  their  sui- 
cidal course.  The  passaj^e  under  consideration — written  in  the  pe- 
culiar form  it  possesses,  in  express  reference  to  the  ignorance  of 
the  age  in  which  it  was  penned — ^is  designed  to  convey  simply  the 
truth  that  men  had  prostituted  to  sinful  purposes  the  high  capaci- 
ties God  had  bestowed  upon  them,  and  in  view  of  this  fact,  he  had 
determined,  as  a  just  punishment,  to  sweep  them  away  from  the 
earth ! — [  Time  expired. 
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I  sincerely  thank  my  friend  for  his  syinpathy,  because  I  sup- 
pose it  well  intended,  thotigh  the  conclusion  he  would  draw  from 
the  absence  of  my  ministerial  brethren,  is  wholly  unauthorized 
by  the  facts  in  the  case.  It  will  be  recollected  that  we  are  now 
at  the  commencement  of  the  new  year,  when  it  is  usual  with  us, 
as  a  denomination,  to  hold  extra  religious  services :  this  fact,  to- 
gether with  the  state  of  the  roads,  and  the  limited  notice  given  of 
tne  time  and  place  of  holding  this  discussion,  affords  all  the  ex- 
planations required.  The  inference  the  gentleman  would  draw 
irom  their  non-attendance,  is  as  erroneous  as  it  is  ungenerous. 

I  will  occupy  my  present  half  hour,  mainly  in  presenting  nega* 
tive  ar^ments.  Those  who  have  attended  closely  to  the  argu- 
mentative course  of  Mr.  Austin,  have  not  failed  to  perceive  the 
inconsistent  and  contradictory  statements  he  has  already  made. 
And  this  is  a  marked  characteristic  of  all  labored  efforts  to  sus- 
tain Universalism.  Universalism  is  not  a  "body  (of  divinity,) 
fitly  joined  together  and  compacted  by  that  which  every  joint  sup- 
plieth,  and  which,  according  to  the  effectual  working  in  the  meas- 
ure of  every  part,  maketh  increase  of  the  body  unto  the  edify- 
ing of  itself  in  love.**^  It  is  not  like  the  temple  of  Solomon,  which 
came  together  with  a  dove-tailed  correspondence,  without  the 
sound  ofan  axe  or  hammer.  It  is  not  "  ntl}[  framed  together,*' 
but  there  is  such  a  cutting  and  trpng,  hacking  and  hewing  of 
parts,  as  to  show  most  clearly  the  incongruity  of  its  materials,  and 
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present  Ae  whole  snperstmcture  in  a  confused  and  unharrconious 
aspect.    Oor  third  neeative  ar;^ment  is  based  on  this  fact. 

Univerudism  is  eonfvued  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  In  the 
proofs  adduced  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  the  final  holiness  and 
nappiness  of  all  men,  there  is  a  singular  want  of  harmony  and 
congruity.  Arguments  are  often  adduced,  which  directly  refute 
themselves,  or  are  refuted  by  other  and  directly  contradictory  argu- 
ments, brought  forward  to  sustain  the  same  proposition.  Either 
Universalism  is  incapable  of  a  harmonious  series  of  proofs,  or  it 
has  been  singularly  unfortunate  in  its  advocates.  For  example  : 
it  is  generally  taught  that  sin  does  not  deserve  endless  perdition ; 
that  God  has  no  law  which  inflicts  such  a  punishment,  and,  there- 
fore, all  men  must  be  saved.  If  this  be  true,  nothing  more  is 
needed  to  prove  the  point  in  question.  This  proof  is  of  itself  suf- 
ficient, and  yet  Universalists  attempt  to  strengthen  the  conclusion, 
by  the  argument  drawn  from  the  death  of  Cnrist.  Christ  tasted 
death  for  every  man,  therefore  every  man  must  be  saved.  But 
these  arguments  directly  contradict  each  other,  and  hence  one,  or 
both,  must  be  false.  If  the  sinner  does  not  deserve  endless  per- 
dition, and  God  has  no  law  to  inflict  it,  then  he  was  never  lost, 
nor  in  danger  of  bein^  lost ;  and  hence  cannot  be  saved  by  the 
death  of  Cnrist.  But  if  sinners  are  saved  on  account  of  the  aeath 
of  Christ,  then  they  are  not  saved  on  any  other  account.  Christ 
eaves  sinners,  or  he  does  not — if  he  does  not,  then  they  did  not 
need  him,  for  they  would  have  been  saved  without  him ;  but  if 
he  does,  then  it  follows  they  were  exposed  to  eternal  perdition, 
and  would  have  eftdureD  it.  if  Christ  had  not  interposed. 

Again,  it  is  arj^ued  by  Universalists  generally,  that  sinners  do 
not  need  a  vicarious  atonement  to  expiate  their  sins ;  that  they 
are  to  expiate  their  sins  by  personal  sufierine,  and  hence  they  do 
not  need  to  be  saved  in  the  sense  of  being  delivered  from  punish- 
ment ;  and  forthwith  they  proceed  to  argue  the  salvation  of  all 
men,  from  the  goodness  of  God.  "God  is  goo'd,  and  his  mercy 
endureth  forever."  But  if  men  are  to  be  punished  to  the  full  ex- 
tent of  their  deserts,  they  are  not  proper  suDjects  of  mercy :  mercy 
is  the  exercise  of  clemency  and  favor  toward  the  guilty.  It  is  to 
treat  men  better  than  they  deserve,  and  hence  they  who  are  pun- 
ished all  they  deserve,  cannot  be  saved  by  mercy.  These  propo- 
sitions are  contradictory  also,  and  one  or  both  must  be  false. 

Again,  Univerealists  argue  the  salvation  of  all  men,  from  the 
character  of  God  as  a  father,  and  then  proceed  to  argue  the  same 
proposition  from  the  corrective  design  of  punishment.  But  both 
these  positions  cannot  be  true.  For  if  men  are  saved  by  the  cor- 
rective influence  of  punishment  they  cannot  be  saved  by  .the  good- 
ness, wisdom,  and  power  of  God  as  a  father,  for  a  good  earthly 
father  would  not  reform  his  children  by  punishment,  if  he  had 
power  and  wisdom  to  do  it  without  punisnment.  One  or  both  of 
these  positions  must  be  false. 
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Still  farther — ^Uniyerflalists  generally  maintain  that  sin  arises 
wholly  from  our  bodily,  or  physical  nature,  and  when  the  body 
is  dead,  sin  is  dead  ;  hence,  after  the  general  resurrection,  all  will 
be  saved,  because  they  will  no  longer  have  a  sinful  body.  But 
this  contradicts  all  that  has  been  said  before  ;  for,  if  men  are  to 
be  saved  by  the  resurrection,  then  they  will  not  be  saved  by  any- 
thing else.  They  will  not  be  saved  because  sin  does  not  deserve 
eternal  perdition — nor  by  the  death  of  Christ — nor  by  his  life — 
nor  by  his  gospel — nor  by  the  corrective  influence  of  punishment 
— nor  by  the  mercy  of  God ;  but  by  the  resurrection  of  the  body. 
Moreover,  as  the  resurrection  is  a  physical  change,  effected  by  the 
physical  power  of  God,  it  follows  we  have  only  a  physical  salva- 
tion, efiected  by  physical  means.  Here,  then,  is  another  pile  of  ab- 
surdities. 

Then  there  is  another  case.  Mr.  A.  contends,  and  so  Universal- 
ista  generally  do,  that  God  made  man  in  an  imperfect  state,  and  that 
it  is  the  object  of  his  dispensations  to  improve  him — to  carry  him 
forward  in  mental  and  moral  improvement  to  perfection,  and  thus 
Anally  secure  his  eternal  happiness.  But  before  they  get  through 
with  the  argument,  they  introduce  Jesus  Christ,  who  is  to  effect 
the  restitution  of  all  things — that  is,  he  is  tu  restore  man  to  his 
original  state  uf  imperfection,  and  thus  defeat  his  eternal  salvation. 

We  give  but  one  example  more,  viz :  the  contradictory  appli- 
cation they  make  of  terms.  The  term  aion,  when  it  suits  the  pe- 
culiar views  of  Unive realism,  means  eternal — when  it  would  con- 
tradict Universalism,  it  means  only  a  limited  duration.  So,  also, 
the  word  destroy  :  when  Paul  says  the  works  of  the  devil  shall 
be  destroyed,  and  death,  the  last  enemy,  shall  be  destroyed,  of 
course  the  word  means  destruction  without  end^but  when  the 
same  Paul  says,  the  wicked  shall  be  punished  with  everlasting 
destruction,  the  term  has  a  different  meaning — it  is  limited. 

Such  is  the  confusion,  contradiction,  and  palpable  inconsistency, 
which  characterize  the  proofs  of  Universalism.  And  we  have 
other  examples  of  a  similar  nature,  in  the  arguments  of  my  friend 
on  the  subject  of  punishment  and  repentance.  He  sometimes 
makes  punishment  a  cure  for  sickness  or  sin,  and  sometimes  the 
necessary  result  of  sickness  or  sin.  He  has  also  taught,  that 
punishment  produces,  and  is  designed  to  produce  repentance,  and 
that  repentance  is  punishment ;  that  is,  the  end  and  means  are 
identical — the  effect  produced  by  the  cause,  is  the  cause  itself. 
He  has  transposed  these  terms  many  times  during  this  debate, 
giving  them  first  one  meaning,  then  another,  as  best  suited  the 
purpose  he  had  in  hand. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  my  fourth  argument.  And  I  here  wish  to 
have  it  understood,  that  I  have  repeatedly  called  on  Mr.  Austin 
to  explain  what  he  means  by  salvation,  and  it  is  apparent  from 
his  answer,  that  Universalism  means  a  very  different  thing  by  sal- 
vation from  what  I  mean,  and  this  shows  the  propriety  of  my  de- 
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mand.  Why  does  he  not  more  clearly  define  his  position  ?  Sap- 
pose  one  of  the  moderators,  (and  I  am  glad  to  know  they  arc 
temperance  men,)  should  find  a  drunkard  in  the  street,  and  gel 
him  to  sien  the  pledge,  does  that  remove  the  ffuilt  of  his  past 
course  of  life  V  If  I  understand  Mr.  Austin's  definition  of  salva- 
tiony  he  teaches  that  it  is  not  from  the  consequences  due  the /or* 
mer  commission  of  sin,  hut  from  a  state  of  sinning,  and  nothing 
more.  Upon  this  principle,  though  the  drunkard  may  many  times 
have  abused  his  family,  and  committed  crimes  of  dreadful  turpi- 
tude, yet,  when  he  takes  the  pledge,  he  is  exonerated  from  all  con- 
sequences for  past  guilt.  For  it  is  taught  here,  that  when  a  man 
repents,  punishment  ceases ;  hence,  the  drunkard  repenting, 
his  punishment  will  cease,  and  all  the  old  score  be  wiped  away. 
On  this  principle,  also,  when  the  murderer  ceases  to  murder,  he 
is  absolved  from  his  crime  ;  so,  when  the  thief  ceases  to  steal,  he 
is  no  longer  guilty  of  the  crime  of  stealing.  On  the  same  princi- 
ple, too,  u  a  man  had  contracted  a  debt,  by  simply  acknowledging 
that  he  owed  the  debt,  and  ceasing  to  increase  it,  the  debt  would 
be  paid.  You  know  that  the  scriptures  represent  men  as  debtors, 
and  their  sins  as  debts,  and  if  debts  contracted  become  void  by 
ceasing  to  increase,  then  we  have  discovered  a  principle  in  finance 
hitherto  unknown.  These  are  the  reasons  which  induce  me  to 
call  on  Mr.  Austin  for  a  more  explicit  definition  of  his  view  of 
salvation. 

My  fourth  negative  argument  relates  to  Salvation.  On  the 
principles  of  Universalism,  there  is  no  such  thing.  The  proper 
idea  of  salvation,  is  deliverance.  In  this,  all  dennitions  of  sal- 
yation  centre.  Gospel  salvation  is,  therefore,  deliverance  from 
sin  and  its  consequences.  But  the  doctrine  that  my  friend  con- 
tends for,  is  not  deliverance  in  any  sense,  but  merely  prevention. 
It  is  not  deliverance,  in  the  sense  tnat  medicine  delivers  from  sick- 
ness. The  whole  object  of  medicine,  on  his  principle,  ought  to  be 
to  prevent  sickness,  and  not  to  cure  present  sickness. 

Soieria^  the  Greek  word  for  salvation,  is  rendered  by  Donne- 
gan,  delivery  from  danger,  safety,  restoration  to  health,  recovery. 
Taken  in  a  theological  sense,  it  would  be  deliverance  from  sin, 
protection  against  tne  danger  and  ruin  of  a  sinful  life,  and  resto- 
ration from  moral  death  to  spiritual  life  and  health.  This  is  con- 
sistent with  the  Bible,  though  directly  contradicted  by  Universal- 
ism. As  to  the  place  where  this  salvation  is  to  be  effected,  I  have 
asked  Mr.  Austm  to  give  information  on  this  point,  but  he  does 
not  see  fit  to  do  so.  But  in  the  absence  of  an  answer  from  him, 
we  will  consult  the  oracles  or  Universalism. 

Mr.  Thomas,  (page  25,  Discussion  with  Ely,)  in  nying  what 
he  declares  to  be  the  views  of  a  great  majority  of  Universalists 
in  this  country,  as  well  as  his  own  views,  confines  salvation  to 
this  life,  and  says  the  Bible  furnishes  no  evidence  of  a  punish- 
ment after  this  life.    Mr.  Whittemoret  in  his  "Plaia  G\]idft>*  V^« 
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256,)  says,  "  the  evils  from  which  Christ  came  to  save  men,  a^ 
in  this  world ;  therefore,  he  came  into  this  world  to  save  them." 
A  writer  in  the  Universalist  Expositor,  (vol  iii.  p.  65,)  says,  all 
those  passages  of  scripture  which  define  the  nature  of  salvation, 
agree  tnat  Jesus  Christ  saves  man  from  evils  which  attach  to  him  in 
this  world.    Mr.  Pingree,  in  debate  with  Mr.  Rice,  denied  that  man 
is  exposed  to  anything  in  another  life  from  which  he  need  be  saved. 
So  also  Mr.  Ballou — (Lectures,  p.  17,) — "  The  reason  why  Christ 
came  into  this  world  to  save  sinners,  was,  because  the  sinners  he 
came  to  save,  were  in  this  world.     The  common  doctrine  which 
teaches  that  Christ  came  into  this  world,  to  save  us  in  ano^A^  world, 
is  contrary  to  all  the  representations  found  in  the  scriptures.*^ 
The  same  sentiment  is  expressed  in  similar  language  on  page  72. 
Here  we  have  it  announced  that  the  salvation  which  Christ  con- 
fers, is  confined  wholly  to  this  life — that  it  exerts  no  influence 
whatever  upon  man^s  condition  in  another  life.     Hence,  they  in- 
terpret those  passages  which  speak  of  everlasting  life^  eternal  lifi, 
eternal  salvation^  and  so  on,  so  as  to  confine  tneir  signification 
wholly  to  this  world.    Now,  it  is  proper  to  ask,  what,  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism,  is  salvation  ?    Universalists  say  a  great 
deal  about  Christ  being  the  Savior  of  all  men  ;  but  reduce  what 
they  say  to  its  lowest  terms,  and  you  find  nothing  of  it ;  it  van- 
ishes into  thin  air. 

Does  Christ  save  men  in  another  world  1  No — for  they  are 
exposed  to  nothing  in  another  world  from  which  they  need  be 
saved.  Does  he  save  them  from  eternal  death  ?  No — for  they 
never  were  exposed  to  eternal  death.  Does  he  save  them  from 
punishment  1  No — for  it  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism,  that 
every  sinner  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts. 
Does  he  save  them  from  sin,  or  sinning  ?  No — for  Universalism 
maintains,  that  sin  comes  from  our  bodily  organization  ;  that  man 
was  created  with  an  imperfect  constitution,  and  that  sin  is  a  ne- 
cessary concomitant  of  our  earthly  state.  Does  he  save  them 
from  inward  defilement  ?  No — unless  they  are  saved  from  de- 
filement while  yet  they  continue  to  sin.  Does  he  save  them  from 
guilt  and  condemnation  ?  No — ^unless  they  cease  to  be  guilty  and 
condemned,  before  they  cease  to  be  punished.  To  be  saved  from 
condemnation,  is  to  be  saved  from  punishment,  the  possibility  of 
which,  Universalism  denies.  Does  Christ  save  sinners  in  the  res- 
urrection ?  No — for  Universalism  maintains  that  the  resurrection, 
as  a  fact  under  the  government  of  God,  was  just  as  true  brfore 
Christ  came,  as  after  that  event — ^just  as  true  without  him,  as  with 
him.  All  that  can  be  predicated  of  Christ  in  respect  to  the  resur- 
rection, is,  that  he  announced  the  fact  to  the  world.  But  in  this, 
he  acted  only  a  subordinate  part,  for  the  fact  of  the  resurrection 
was  announced  long  before  he  came.  It  was  believed  by  the 
JewB,  and  preached  by  the  prophets,  and  subsequently  by  the 
ApoBtl^,    Bemdea,  the  resurrection  ol  tht  hody  is  a  ^f/sical^  not 
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a  moral  change;  hence  cannot  effect  salvation  in  a  moral  sense. 
What,  then,  on  Universalist  principles,  is  salvation  ?  Who  can 
tell  ?  After  all  the  flourish  aoout  Universal  Salvation,  when  we 
come  to  scan  it  down,  it  vanishes  into  thin  air.  Were  I  ever  so 
much  disposed  to  be  a  Universalist,  on  other  grounds,  I  could  nev- 
er he  one,  because  there  is  no  salvation  in  the  system.  I  have 
never  yet  found  an  intelligent  Universalist  who  could  tell  me 
what  it  is. 

'the  gentleman  who  opposes  me  in  this  discussion,  may,  per- 
haps, claim  to  understand  the  system  he  advocates,  as  well  as 
any  man  in  the  country ;  and  yet  it  appears  he  himself  can  give 
us  no  intelligent  \iew  of  the  nature  of  salvation,  as  taught  by  him. 
I  him  ask  what  salvation  is,  and  he  replies,  we  are  to  be  saved 
from  sin.  I  ask  him  again  what  he  means  by  salvation  from  sin, 
and  he  evades  the  point — dodges  the  question,  as  often  as  the  de- 
mand is  made.  From  the  foregoing  facts  it  follows,  1.  Univer- 
salism  annihilates  salvation,  and  thus  robs  the  gospel  of  his  de- 
sign, and  man  of  his  spiritual  hopes.  2.  It  robs  Christ  of  his 
work,  and  of  his  title,  as  Savior  of  the  world.  Hence,  the  Bible 
gives  a  false  view,  both  of  Christ  and  salvation ;  or  Universalism, 
as  taueht  and  believed  in  the  nineteenth  century,  is  a  great  theo- 
logical humbug. 

My  friend  says  that  my  first  and  second  negative  argumenti 
contradict  each  other.     Now  this  is  not  so,  unless  the  contradic- 
tion arises  out  of  the  nature  of  Universalism.     I  have  already  said 
that  it  is  confused  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs,  and  those  nega- 
tive arguments  are  founded  on  its  declarations,  as  given  by  the 
authors  of  this  system  themselves.     Hence,  if  there  be  any  contra- 
diction between  them,  it  arises  out  of  the  elements  of  which  Univer- 
salism is  composed,  and  these  are  given  by  the  most  accomplished 
advocates  of  tne system.     If,  therefore,  there  be  a  contradiction,  it 
is  chargeable  to  Universalism.     And  he  wants  to  know  what  this, 
after  all,  has  to  do  with  the  subject.     I  answer,  that  if  sin  be 
a  moral  evil,  only  as  it  results  from  our  physical  nature,  then 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  moral  salvation,  and  this  I  have  suffici- 
ently explained  already^.     I  answer  still  farther,  that  if  God  be  the 
author  of  all  sin,  (which  I  deny,)  man  needs  not  to  be  redeemed 
from  any  thing  for  which  he  is  blameworthy,  and  is  not  properly  a 
subject  of  salvation  at  all.     He  should  be  treated,  just  as  a  physi- 
cal object  is  treated,  and  is  no  more  worthy  of  beine  rewarded 
than  he  deserves  to  be  punished.     And  this  view  also  directly 
charges  the  greatest  injustice  on  God,  by  teaching  that  he  has 
g^ven  such  a  constitution  to  man,  as  to  render  it  necessary  that 
we  should  sin,  and  then  punishes  men  for  acting  in  accordance 
with  that  constitution.    On  this  subject,  I  do  not  care  what  may 
be  the  views  of  Mr.  Austin.    Mr.  Austin  may  deny  or  affirm  any 
thin^  necessary  to  help  him  along  in  this  diecuaftioiv.   \  ^xsl  TkSsX 
comoating  his  visws,  as  sueh^  but  the  dogmas  ol  \3i^'^«na^iiB^  % 
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and  I  intend  to  follow  this  crooked  and  contradictory  theory  into 
its  darkest  hiding  places — seize  it  with  the  tongs  of  truth,  and 
hring  it  out  to  pubhc  gaze  stripped  of  its  shining,  frippery  dress, 
though  serpent-like,  it  darts  its  forked  and  hissing  tongue.  A 
word  now  in  regard  to  Origen.  When  I  get  along  a  little  further,  I 
shall  show  what  kind  of  Universalism  Origen  taught :  hut  for  the 
present  I  wish  to  say,  Origen's  view  of  the  atonement,  1  allow,  with 
my  friend,  was  a  modification  of  heathenism,  and  so  was  his  Uni- 
▼ersalism.  It  was  derived  directly  from  the  Platonic  school,  and 
did  not  properly  represent  the  doctrine  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles. 
I  do  not  believe  nis  view  of  the  atonement  at  all ',  and  I  wii<h 
here  to  say,  that  the  quotation  given  by  the  gentleman,  was  taken 
from  my  article  on  atonement,  and  he  ought  to  have  given  credit 
for  it. 

Me.  Austin. — It  was  not  taken  from  his  article.  I  acknowl- 
edge it  is  there,  but  I  had  seen  it  before  I  read  that  article. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  am  satisfied — I  saw  my  friend  had  the  Quar- 
terly on  his  table,  and  that  lead  to  the  supposition  that  he  had 
quoted  from  it.  I  do  not  believe  Origen's  view  of  the  atonement. 
It  was  a  modification  of  heathenism,  and  so  was  his  Universalism, 
as  I  shall  show  you  when  I  come  to  th^t  point.  He  asks  me  to 
show  how  God,  as  a  God  of  love,  punishes  the  sinner ,  this  I  have 
already  done  in  my  reply  to  his  argument  from  the  love  of  God. 
And  now  I  ask  him,  if  he  pleases,  to  ^ive  the  whole  of  Dr.  Pay- 
son^s  views  on  this  subject,  and  he  will  have  a  much  better  ex- 
planation than  I  have  given  or  can  give.  Let  the  gentleman  turn 
over  a  few  pages  from  the  paragraph  quoted  with  so  much  eclat, 
and  read  the  following  language :  '*  God  is  angry  with  the  wicked 
every  day.  Do  you  ask  why  he  is  angry  1  I  answer,  he  is  angry 
to  see  rational,  immortal  and  accountable  beings,  spending  twenty, 
forty,  or  sixty  years  in  trifling  and  sin,  serving  divers  idols,  lusts, 
and  vanities,  and  living  as  i?  death  were  one  eternal  sleep.  He 
is  angry  to  see  you  forgetting  your  Maker,  in  childhood,  in  youth, 
in  manhood,  making  no  returns  for  all  his  benefits,  casting  off 
his  fear,  and  restraining  prayer,  and  rebelling  against  him  who 
has  brought  you  up  as  cnildren.  He  is  angry  to  see  you  laying 
up  treasures  on  earth,  seeking  every  thing  in  preference  to  the  one 
thing  needful,  lovine;  the  praise  of  men  more  than  the  praise  of 
God ;  and  fearing  tnose  who  can  kill  the  body,  more  than  him 
who  can  destroy  both  soul  and  body  in  hell.  He  is  angry  to  see 
that  you  disregard  alike  his  threatenings  and  promises,  his  judg- 
ments and  mercies:  that  you  reject  his  word,  his  spirit,  his  law, 
and  perish  in  impenitency  and  unbelief,  notwithstanding  all  the 
means  employed  for  your  salvation.  These  are  sins  of  which 
every  person,  in  an  unconverted  state,  is  guilty  :  and  for  these 
things  6od  is  angry,  daily  angry,  greatly  and  justly  angry ;  and 
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naless  his  an^er  be  speedily  appeased,  it  will  most  certainly  prove 
your  destruction."* 

From  this  extract  the  audience  can  see  how  Mr.  Austin  has 
misrepresented  the  views  of  Payson,  that  most  eloquent  and  de- 
vout man  of  God,  who,  after  a  life  of  singular  usefulness,  died  in 
^reat  christian  triamph,  his  last  words  being,  *^all  is  peaceful,  all 
IS  perfection !"  Where  did  he  get  these  soul-inspiring  hopes,  this 
inward  spiritual  joy  ?  Did  they  come  from  Universalism  f  I  tell 
vou  nay.  He  derived  them  from  the  doctrine  of  atonement — 
from  that  glorious  doctrine  which  announces  Christ  the  propitiation 
for  the  sins  of  the  world,  and  reveals  the  Holy  Spirit  as  the  agent 
who  applies  the  virtue  of  the  atonement  to  the  heart  of  the  believer, 
and  witnesses  the  fact  of  adoption.  It  was  his  evangelical  faith 
and  experience,  that  gave  him  his  strong  christian  triiunph  in  the 
dying  hour. 

Mr.  Austin  says  that  ministers  of  my  creed  go  through  the 
world,  preaching  eternal  damnation.  If  he  means  to  say  that  this 
is  the  sum  and  substance  of  our  message,  he  is  either  very  igno- 
rant of  our  theology,  or  guilty  of  willful  perversion.  We  tell  the 
people  as  Christ  authorized  his  original  disciples  to  do — we  pro- 
fess to  act  under,  and  in  conformity  to,  the  great  Commission — '^go 
ye  into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospeito  every  creature.  Ho 
that  believeth,  and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved ;  but  he  that  believeth 
not,  shall  be  damned.'* — (Mark  xvi.  15.  Saved  from  what  ?  From 
that  state  in  which  they  already  exist — from  a  state  of  death  which 
must  be  eternal,  unless  the  power  of  God  is  interposed  for  their  de- 
liverance. And  our  business  is  to  show  them  that  there  is  a  way 
open  for  their  escape.  We  say  that  **  he  that  believeth  shall  be 
saved,"  we  proclaim  the  way  of  escape,  but  we  do  not  hide  the  other 
part  of  the  subject,  that  if  they  do  not  avail  themselves  of  that  way, 
they  must  remain  as  they  are,  and  consequently  be  eternally  Ibst. 
Hence,  we  say  that  *^  he  that  believeth  not,*^  is  not  only  condemned 
already,  but  *'  shall  be  damned." 

My  friend  says  that  the  mercy  of  God  is  an  attribute.  I  should 
like  to  see  him  make  it  out.  I  contend  that  it  is  not  an  original 
attribute,  but  simply  a  form  of  the  divine  goodness,  assumed  to- 
wards those  in  a  state  of  condemnation,  but  who  are  to  be  the 
subjects  of  divine  clemency,  by  the  interposition  of  God  for  their 
Balvation.  Just  so  with  justice.  Ii^  itself,  it  is  not  an  original  at- 
tribute, but  arises  out  of  the  holiness  of  God,  and  assumes  this  form 
towards  the  guilty  and  the  incorrigible,  and  is  necessary  to  vindi- 
cate the  divine  administration  from  the  charge  of  tolerating  sin. 
Nor  is  there  any  conflict  between  justice  and  mercy.  The  gen- 
tleman has  represented  that  we  teach  that  justice  is  anxious  to 
damn  the  whole  worlJ,  and  that  mercy  is  anxious  to  save  the 

*  This  passage,  thon(;^  rcfvrrcd  to,  was  not  read  at  iha  lima  tikis  speech  was  da- 
iiTared,  th«  book  cootaininf  it  not  beiuf  at  baud. 
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whole  world,  without  regard  to  circumstances  and  conditiaii. 
And  hence  arises  a  conflict  oet ween  these  elements  of  divine  char- 
acter. This  is  a  false  representation  of  the  subject — an  entire  per- 
version of  the  doctrine  of  justice  and  mercy,  as  taught  by  thoee 
who  believe  id  the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christ.  We  do  not 
believe  that  either  justice  or  mercy  seeks,  or  wishes  to  secure  its 
object,  irrespective  of  the  principles  of  moral  government,  or  the 
harmony  of  the  divine  attributes.  But  we  do  believe  that  th^ 
elements  are  harmonized  in  the  atonement  of  Christ,  just  as  they 
would  be  harmonized  in  any  other  expedient  or  arrangement, 
that  might  sustain  the  government  of  God,  and  vindicate  it  from 
the  charge  of  tolerating  sin,  or  of  giving  countenance  to  immoral- 
ity ;  while  at  the  same  time,  a  way  of  hope  and  salvation  should 
be  opened  to  the  guilty  and  condemned. 

We  have  a  remark  to  make,  also,  in  regard  to  the  death  of 
Christ.  Mr.  Austin  has  already  represented,  in  a  number  of  in- 
Btances,  that  we  teach  that  the  death  of  Christ  pays  the  whole 
debt  for  all  past  time  and  time  to  come,  and  then,  that  the  debt  must  be 
paid  again  in  the  person  of  the  sinner.  1  his  is  an  utter  perversion 
of  the  subject,  and  he  knows  it.  If  my  friend  had  read  the  whole 
of  my  article  on  the  atonement,  he  would  have  seen  that  at  the 
close,  I  vindicate  the  subject  from  that  aspersion.  The  death  of 
Christ  was  not  intended  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  the  law,  uncondi- 
tionally, for  any  individual  sinner  of  the  human  family.  But7  as 
I  have  already  explained  at  large,  and  as  is  set  forth  in  that  declar- 
ation of  scripture  which  says,  *^  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he 
gave  his  only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  beiievethonlinn  might  not 
perish'^ — ^here  yon  see  the  satisfaction  of  Christ  is  conditional,  and 
the  condition  is  faith  :  whosoever  believeth — the  atonement  of  Christ 
removes  the  legal  obstacles — opens  the  way,  and  atTords  the  grace 
of  repentance,  and  then  the  gospel  calls  on  the  sinner,  as  the  con- 
dition on  which  this  salvation  is  to  be  appropriated,  to  repent  of  his 
sins,  believe  in  Christ  as  his  Savior,  and  live  in  holy  obedience  and 
consecration  to  his  service.  These  are  the  principles  on  which 
the  death  of  Christ  exonerates  the  sinner  from  punishment,  and 
secures  his  endless  felicity. 

The  gentleman  says,  a  father  would  not  place  a  child  on  the 
brink  ot  a  precipice,  if  he  knew  he  would  fall  over  it.  If  he  will 
refer  again  to  my  argument,on  the  government  of  God,  he  will 
And  the  Father  of  the  universe  suf^ciently  vindicated  from  this 
charge. 

But  I  ask,  if,  on  his  principle,  God  did  not,  when  he  sttbjectsd 
man  to  vanity,  not  willingly,  place  him  on  the  brink  of  a  precipice, 
knowing  that  he  would  fall  over  it  ?  Nay,  did  he  not  pitch  him 
over  it  himself,  and  for  no  other  reason,  than  to  alTord  him  the  op- 
portunity of  pulling  him  up  again  1 

I  have  shown  you  that  the  authors  of  Universalism  confine  sal- 
vation to  this  life,  and  yet  we  are  told  that  salvation  is  endless. 
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[f  it  18  confined  to  this  life,  I  should  like  to  know  how  it  is  to  ex-  * 
8t  forever.  But  are  men  saved  in  this  life  ?  Look  abroad  into 
he  world,  in  Universalist  communities  as  well  as  others,  and 
rou  will  see  hundreds  and  thousands,  who  are  constantly  grati- 
ying  the  passions  of  their  depraved  natures,  shutting  their  eyes 
Lgainst  the  li^ht,  and  passing  their  lives  in  utter  disregard  of  all 
noral  and  religious  obligation,  and  continue  so  to  the  end  of  life. 
These  sinners  are  not  saved  in  this  life :  and  how  are  they  to  be 
aved,  if  the  Universalist  view  of  salvation  be  correct  ?  There  is 
10  salvation  after  this  life.  Hence,  if  they  are  not  saved  in  this  life, 
hey  cannot  be  saved  at  all,  unless  my  friend  has  some  method  of 
»dvation,  not  disclosed  in  the  gospel.  How  is  this  1  Have  we 
iny  other  other  security  for  salvation,  than  that  contained  in  the 
gospel  ?  If  so,  what  is  it '?  If  not,  how  are  those  to  be  saved 
who  die  without  salvation,  since  TOspel  salvation  (Universalism 
being  judge)  is  confined  to  this  life  ?  Any  information  on  these 
points  wiu  be  thankfully  received  ! ! 

I  have  argued,  that  as  the  love  of  God  does  not  produce  present 
lalvation,  it  can  be  no  sufficient  securitv  for  salvation  in  the  /u- 
fure.  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  impair  this  conclusion  in  the  fol- 
lowing wav  :  *^  God's  wisdom  does  not  now  produce  all  its  effect 
on  Elder  Holmes'  mind,  therefore  it  never  will,"  and  I  suppose 
he  thinks  my  argument  is  answered.  If  the  audience  please,  I 
wish  no  better  proof  of  the  soundness  of  my  position,  than  is  af- 
forded bv  this  latest  exhibition  of  logic  made  by  my  learned  friend : 
for  surely,  he  would  never  content  himself  with  such  a  deduc- 
tion, if  he  had  anything  better.  Look  at  this  specimen  of  reason- 
ing. Does  God's  wisdom  act  independently  and  absolvtely  in  pro- 
ducing its  effects  on  the  human  mind  1  The  gentleman  knows 
better  than  this ;  and  yet,  unless  such  be  the  fact,  the  conclusion 
he  would  draw  from  it,  can  have  no  existence.  If  my  advance- 
ment in  knowledge  depended  on  the  absduiey  unconditional  control 
of  divine  wisdom,  (as  my  friend  argues  the  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men  does  on  the  love  of  God,)  then  it  would  be  true, 
since  divine  wisdom  is  as  perfect  and  controlling  now^  as  it  ever 
will  be — that  if  it  do  not  produce  s^  given  effect  now,  I  can  have 
no  assurance  that  it  ever  will.  The  gentleman  is  singularly  unfor- 
tunate in  his  arguments.  In  this  case,  as  well  as  many  others  al- 
ready pointed  out,  the  effort  he  makes  to  invalidate  my  conclu- 
sion, recoils  upon  himself,  and  refutes  his  own  theory. — [  Time 
expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SEVENTH  SPEECH.] 

Brother  Moderators,  and  Respected  Audience:  I  have,  in  pre- 
senting my  arguments  on  the  amnnative  of  this  question,  pressed 
home  to  my  brother  opposite,  the  consideration  of  this  thought : 
If  God  foresaw  clearly  and  distinctly,  thaf  in  the  event  of  hU  cra^- 
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tin^  men,  their  existence  would  terminate  in  perpetual  miaerj, 
why,  under  such  circumstances,  should  he  persist  in  ushering 
them  into  being  %    Elder  Holmes  well  understands  that  this  is  a 
home  question— one  that  needs  attention,  and  one,  too,  the  force  of 
which  must  be  weakened,  or  his  theory  must  be  abandoned.    All 
that  his  ingenuity  can  devise  to  blunt  the  point  of  this  inquiry,  is^ 
the  foUowmg : — That  if  Grod  withheld  existence  from  those  who 
he  forsaw  would  became  miserable,  he  would  be  compelled  to 
withhold  existence  also  from  those  of  their  descendants  who  he 
foiesaw  would  become  holy  and  happy ! !     Here  is  an  answer 
worthy  of  note.     It  shows  at  least,  some  ingenuity,  although  I  am 
plain  to  say  it,  it  puts  common  sense  at  other  defiance.     Really 
Deity  has  fallen  into  a  strange  predicament,  according  to  this 
idea.     Things  have  gotten  into  a  shape  so  marvellous,  that  Infi- 
nite Wisdom  can  devise  no  better  way  than*to  create  ninHy-nine 
souls,  clearly  foreseeing  they  would  fall  into  eternal  agony,  mere- 
ly to  obtain  one  soul  to  elevate  to  endless  bliss ! !     For  according 
to  my  friend's  theory,  not  more  than  one  in  a  hundred  of  those 
who  have  existed  on  the  earth,  can  have  been  saved.     The  Fath- 
er of  spirits  deliberately  puts  into  operation  a  system  which  crush- 
es ninety  nine  of  his  ofispring  into  irretrivable  ruin,  to  reach  one 
that  can  finally,  and  with  much  difficulty,  be  got  .to  heaven  ! !     I 
suppose  it  will  be  allowed  Deity  does  not  like  to  do  this.     But  he 
is  compelled  to  act  against  his  own  desire.     His  hands  are  tied ! 
He  is  ruled  by  an  Iron  Necessity//    He  can  do  nothing  better/ // 
How  monstrous  the  thought !  Why  did  not  Jehovah  omit  these 
wretched  souls  in  the  chain  of  being,  and  link  together  in  existence 
only  those  who  will  arise  to  i^lory  and  bliss  ?     Why  not  allow  the 
remainder  to  sleep  in  non-entity  ?    Is  it  not  purchasing  the  happi- 
ness of  one  soul  rather  dearly,  at  the  cost  of  the  endless  agony  of 
ninety-nine  of  its  fellow-beings  ?  Nay  perhaps  more  :  for  that  pro- 
portion is  under  rather  than  over  the  the  true  estimate,  according  to 
the  principles  of  partialism.     I  maintain  that  could  the  happiness  of 
the  whole  race  be  bought  at  the  expense  of  the  CEASELESS  MIS- 
ERY of  but  ONE  soul,  the  price  would  bt  far  too  high  //  And  no 
being  possessing  even  a  limited  amount  of  propriety,  justice,  or  sym- 
pathy, would  voluntarily  consent  to  take  happiness  at  a  cost  so 
terrific ! ! 

But  Messrs.  Moderators,  what  is  there  in  Elder  Holmes'  theonr 
as  he  has  thus  presented  it  to  us,  that  is  better  than  old  fashioned!, 
*'  true-blue*''cALviNisM  ?  That  doctrine  declares  that  Jehovah  crea- 
ted a  part  of  mankind,  expressly  to  reprobate  them  to  everlasting 
burnings.  This  is  the  only  purpose  he  bad  in  view  in  bestowing 
being  upon  them.  Elder  Holmes  says,  virtually,  that  God*s  object 
in  persisting  in  the  creation  of  those  who  he  knows  will  be 
damned  forever,  is  that  through  them  he  may  be  enabled  "  to  get 
at"  now  and  then  one,  who  he  can  make  happy.  If  this  is  so» 
then  he  usberi  the  countless  multitudes  he  foresees  will  be  lost,  into 
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ice,  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  make  them  ••  stepping-stones*' 
ve  at  the  comparative  few  who  will  ultimately  be  saved ! ! 
hat  is  this,  I  ask  again,  hut  genuine  Calvinism  of  the  bluest 
?  This  is  all  the  answer  that  Mr.  Holmes  can  possibly  bring 
self-evident  proposition,  that  a  God  of  wisdom  and  goodness 
not  create  a  single  intelligent  being  without  clearly  foresee- 
It  his  existence  would  eventually  result  in  endless  holiness 
pptness  ! !  Is  the  Elder's  answer  satisfactory  to  the  audience, 
self,  or  to  one  human  being  possessing  the  ordinary  powers 
w5n  and  discrimination  ?  It  cannot  be  !  Let  our  hearers  re- 
hat  answer,  and  they  cannot  fail  to  see  its  bare-faced  fallacy, 
my  argument  from  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  is  still  un- 
red,  and  is  indeed  unanswerable  !  Of  itself  it  perfectly  de- 
he  question  between  us,  and  places  it  beyond  a  contingency 
'lubt. 

friend  has  again  pressed  upon  me  his  question  in  regard  to 
ion.  He  wants  to  know  the  process  of  salvation— how, 
and  where  God  will  save  sinners.  He  insists  that  when  the 
ird  signs  the  Temperance  Pledge,  according  to  my  theory,  he 
;d  from  the  past  consequences  of  his  drunkenness.  This  is 
r  position.  I  contend  that  when  he  signs  the  pledge,  he  does 
ve  himself  from  the  just  and  legitimate  consequences  of  his 
areer.  These  he  must  endure  to  their  natural  termination, 
signing  the  pledge  he  saves  himself  from  further  acts  of  in- 
tion,  and  necessarily,  also,  from  all  the  unhappy  consequen- 
lich  would  have  followed,  had  he  wilfully  persevered  in  his 
)erate  habits.  So  gospel  salvation  is  a  salvation  from  sin. 
3  not  save  men  from  the  consequences  of  past  pins,  but  from 
ture  commission  of  sin,  by  saving  them  from  that  state  of  the 
-that  slavery  to  the  passions,  in  which  men  do  sin ;  and  hence 
ill  the  wretched  effects  which  would  have  flowed  from  sin, 
8  the  Salvation  which  Christ  came  to  accomplish.  "Thou 
iall  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall  save  his  people  from  their 
—(Malt.  i.  21.)  •  As  for  the  time,  the  place,  or  the  process  of 
ion,  these  all  belong  to  God,  and  he  determines  them  accord- 
his  own  infinite  wisdom.  It  is  enough  for  me  to  know  that 
will  finally  save  all  mankind  from  their  sin,  through  thein- 
jntality  of  the  gospel.  This  affords  me  abundant  satisfaction, 
gh  the  time  and  the  process  of  this  great  work,  except  that 
gospel  process,  in  all  cases  has  not  been  revealed  to  me.  If 
end  wants  more  knowledge  on  this  subject  than  Deity  has 
>leased  to  impart— if  he  will  not  believe  God's  word,  that  all 
rill  be  saveJ  from  sin,  until  he  opens  to  his  understanding  the 
arcanum  of  his  ways,  then  he  has  an  unbelief  greater  than 
^,  and  he  must  wander  on  in  his  faithlessness,  and  continue 
•erience  all  its  unhappy  consequences. 


a^ 


ipared  him  much  vexation  and 
bare  been  quite  as  fruitful  of  success  i 
lumping,  of  course,  is  not  for  want  of 
truely  refined  and  classical  style,  has  tc " 
about  the  want  of  time.    But  let  the 
these  three  arguments.    They  will  easil 
weakened,  nor  even  approached  the  full 
they  rest    Neither  can  he,  or  any  oth 
them.    I  speak  thus  confidently,  becam 
truths,  and  all  the  arts  of  sophistry  cannc 
est  degree.    In  our  reflections  upon  M 
works,  we  must  be  governed  by  **Jir$t  p 
from  his  attributes  and  character.    These 
the  character  of  all  considerations  that  : 
upon  them.    Hence  when  we  are  right  I 
course  of  deduction,  we  cannot  fail  of  ar 
suits  to  which  we  attain.     But  my  oppon 
or  weakening  the  self-evident /friforitictpA 
rest,  spends  his  chief  strength  in  bringing 
ations,  drawn  from  man,  and  his  present 
tions.     With  these,  he  would  fain  overtl 
Truth  which  rest  directly  upon  the  Attril 
To  every  discriminating  mind,  this  course  : 
and  shows  the  utter  weakness  and  fallacy 
ingon  it. 

The  Elder  acknowledges  the  Atonemen 
ALL  MEN ;  yet  he  insists  that  it  is  applica 
lieve  it.  He  also  represents  punishment 
sinner  to  Justice.  This  is  the  general  Mi 
and  vet  what  an 
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Elton  door  thrown  open,  that  I  may  go  forth  to  the  enjoyment  of 
>city.  ^Qt  the  creditor  refases  to  allow  this,  unless  I  will  believe 
I  have  a  neighbor  so  good  as  to  do  this  act  in  my  behalf,  and  keeps 
me  in  prison  my  whole  life,  unless  I  entertain  this  belief.  Who 
does  not  see  that  this  proceeding  would  violate  the  plainest  dictates 
of  honesty  and  justice  !  When  a  debt  is  paid,  it  IS  paid,  whether 
the  debtor  believes  it  or  not.  Yet  this  is  the  highest  conception 
nany  people  entertain  of  God's  dealincs  with  his  sinful  creatures  ! 
My  friend  says  he  does  not  preach  damnation  through  the  land  ! 
I  am  glad  to  hear  it — I  rejoice  he  is  beginning  to  learn  that  the 
work  of  the  Messenger  of  the  Gospel  is  to  proclaim  SALVATION  ! 
Let  him  progress  in  his  more  enlarged  views  With  diligence  I  have 
g^reat  hope,  that  in  due  lime,  he  will  arrive  at  a  knowledge  of  the 
truth  as  it  is  in  Christ,  and  enable  me  at  length  to  extend  to  him  the 
Right  Hand  of  Fellowship,  as  a  preacher  of  the  true  Gospel  of  Jesus. 
If  the  Elder  has  changed  in  this  respect,  there  is  great  room  for  sim- 
ilar improvement  in  most  of  his  brother  partialist  divines.  I  would 
Gommeod  them  all  to  consider  well  the  words  of  the  poet : 

*'  Let  not  this  weak,  ankno^ring  hand 

Presume  Thy  bolts  to  throw, 
And  deal  damnation  round  the  land, 

On  each  I  judge  Thy  foe." 

Elder  Holmes  does  not  approve  of  my  position  that  raan*t  nature 
is  PROGRESSIVE.  He  is  perfectly  aware  that  this  fact  well  estab- 
lished, overthrows  bis  entire  theory  of  the  endless  duration  of  sin 
and  misery.  Once  allow  that  human  beings  possess  a  capacity  to 
progresi,  and  that  Grod  will  always  grant  them  the  privilege  of  ex- 
ercising it,  in  all  states  of  being — (and  why  shoula  he  not  ?) — and 
it  becomes  self-evident  that  all  men  will  eventually  arise  above  the 
imperfections  of  this  life,  and  participate  in  higher  and  happier 
scenes !  Ail  this  is  clear  to  my  opponent,  and  hence  he  seeks  to 
overthrow  the  most  evident  and  valuable  property  God  has  incor- 
porated in  the  human  organization.  He  insists  man  is  not  a  pro- 
gressive beings  and  argues  to  a  point  which  would  prove  that  we 
are  ail  blockheads — that  we  have  no  capacity  to  learn,  and  that  we 
know  no  more  when  we  did  than  when  we  were  bom  f  This  must 
be  the  drift  of  his  argument.  For  the  moment  it  is  acknowledged 
that  men  can  learn^  can  improve  morally  and  intellectually — it  is 
acknowledged  they  are  progressive  in  their  nature.  To  contend  that 
we  do  not  possess  this  property,  is  rather  a  hazardous  position,  one 
wonld  think,  for  an  individual  to  occupy  who  claims  to  be  ititelli- 
^nt.  Nevertheless  it  must  be  done  by  my  opponent  or  he  must 
abandon  the  discuBsion. 

How  does  he  attempt  to  prove  that  man  possesses  no  capaci- 
ties for  profres^?  He  calls  our  attention  to  Enoch,  and  piotis  men 
of  antiquity.  Bat  we  should  remember  that  these  eminent  individ- 
«aU  wera  highly  favored  above  all  other  mortak,  in  that  they  held 
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d Irect  oral  intercourse  with  God .  To  this  they  owed  tbeir  elevstio*, 
and  not  to  any  prevalence  of  an  extraordinary  decree  of  light  and 
knowledge  among  the  mass  of  the  people  of  their  days.  He  points 
also  to  **  the  Golden  Age*^  of  which  the  poets  have  sung,  as  an  evi- 
dence that  the  race  ha8  retrogaded,  rather  than  progressed.  In  this 
however,  the  only  mistake  he  has  made»  is  in  taking  a  dream  of  th« 
poet's  fancy,  which  never  had  existence,  for  a  settled  matter  of  his- 
tory ! !  Rather  an  important  oversight !  Moreover,  be  maiotaiiis 
that  if  man  is  progressive,  the  Africans  must  have  commenced  exis- 
tence as  baboons ! !  This  may,  perhaps,  be  witty,  but  it  is  not 
convincing.  Circumstances  of  a  local  nature  may  keep  nations  and 
races  for  a  long  season  in  ignorance,  but  this  furnishes  no  evidence 
that  their  nature  is  not  progressive.  Beaiusemenin  circumstances 
adverse  to  improvement,  fall  into  darkness  and  ignorance,  does  that 
show  there  is  no  progressive  capacity  in  their  organization  ?  Win- 
ter despoils  the  growing  tree  of  its  beautiful  foliage,  and  it  standi 
bare  and  leafless  for  months,  without  any  progress  to  maturity. 
Diit  does  this  prove  that  under  the  influence  of  a  more  genial  sea- 
son, it  will  not  put  forth  renewed  signs  of  life,  and  hapten  on 
to  a  production  of  blossoms  and  fruit,  and  the  full  development  of 
all  its  properties  f  Let  the  most  benighted  of  the  sons  of  Africa  be 
brought  to  a  land  of  civilization,  and  placed  under  the  instruction  of 
capable  teachers,  and  how  soon  will  they  show  the  most  rapid  im- 
provement !  What  does  this  indicate,  but  that  the  €rod  of  neaven 
has  given  all  of  his  creatures  a  capacity  for  progression  !  !  It  can 
but  be  a  matter  of  astonishment  that  my  opponent  should  peril 
his  reputation  in  contending  against  a  fact  so  manifest  as  man*8 
progressive  nature.  When  we  compare  the  condition  of  the  race 
now  with  what  it  was  in  ancient  ages,  or  even  a  century  ago,  the 
man  who  cannot  behold  great  progress  must  be  involved  in  a  pita- 
ble  blindness!  Compare  the  knowledge  of  an  individual  at  three 
score,  with  his  information  at  three  years  of  age,  and  has  there  been 
no  progress  ?  This  progression,  we  may  believe,  on  every  princi- 
ple of  analogy,  will  go  on  in  the  future  world  ;  and  through  its 
operation,  aided  by  all  the  influences  which  Christ  and  Gcxi  will 
impart,  the  entire  race  will  Anally  become  elevated  to  degrees  in 
knowledge,  morality  and  godliness,  beyond  all  our  present  capacity 
to  comprenend  !  How  sublime  !  how  glorious  !  this  view  of  man^s 
destiny,  in  comparison  with  that  of  my  friend,  which  teaches  that 
God  has  so  arrainged  his  creation  that  millions  of  his  children  shall 
forever  progress  only  in  greater  depths  of  sin,  blasphemy  and  ruin  ! 
AVhich  is  the  most  reasonable  ?  Which  attributes  the  most  of  wis- 
dom and  goodness  to  Jehovah  ?  Which  confers  the  highest  honor 
upon  him  f 

My  brother  opposite  objects  to  my  view  of  punishment,  consid- 
ered as  a  reformatory  process.  He  says  that  punishment  in  this  world 
in  some  instances,  has  only  made  men  worse.  He  also  attributes 
bome  such  idea  to  Winchester.    It  may  be  that  punisbmeBt,  u 
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perfectly  mdmiQistered  by  men,  mmy  lomeUmes  have  such  an  effect 
tniiponurily.  So»  when  a  man  takes  medicine,  at  first  it  may  make 
bim  much  worse ;  but  eTentuall)r  it  will  result  in  his  entire  restora- 
tion to  health.  So  with  the  punishments  of  God.  However  obdu- 
rate the  sinner  may  be  for  a  season,  under  the  indiction  of  God*s 
poniahraent,  it  will  as  certainly  result  in  his  subjection  and  amend- 
ment, as  that  Deity  has  sufficient  wisdom  t#  adapt  his  chastisements 
to  that  end. 

The  £ider  after  much  evident  hesitation,  has  at  length  summoned 
courage  to  attack  the  passage  which  I  have  frequently  quoted  Yrora 
Bom.  viii.  20,  21 — "The  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,"  etc. 
Ue  singularly  charges  Universalists  with  seizing  upon  this  passage 
because  it  is  obscure.  There  is  a  small  mistake  in  this  assertion. 
We  place  dependence  on  this  passage,  not  because  it  is  obscure, 
bat  because  it  is  remarkably  PLAIN !  I  The  explanation  my 
friend  gives  to  Paul*s  words,  is  a  curiosity.  He  says  the  passage  re- 
fara  to  the  whole  human  family  in  contradistinction  to  believers.  It 
must  be  confessed  it  is  a  singular  division,  to  speak  of  the  irAo/e 
race  in  distinction  from  a  part  of  the  same  race  !  If  I  could  un- 
derstand the  somewhat  confused  expression  of  his  views,  he  con- 
tends that  although  aU  men  were  subjected  to  vanity,  yet  but  a 
PAET  are  to  be  delivered  from  that  subjection.  Surely  he  cannot 
expect  to  satisfy  any  one  capable  of  reading  the  passage,  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  such  an  exposition. 

It  must  be  evident  to  the  most  casual  reader,  that  the  same  crea- 
ture— creatures— or  creation — which  were  subjected  to  vanity, 
will  be  delivered  from  that  subjection  "  into  the  glorious  liberty  of 
the  children  of  Crod."  This  will  be  evident  to  all,  when  it  is  under- 
stood that  the  same  original  word  describes  both  those  subjected  and 
those  delivered.  **  For  the  earnest  expectation  of  the  creature 
Iktiseoe^  waiteth  for  the  manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God.  For  the 
creature  yutsis]  was  made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,  [not 
according  to  their  own  will,]  but  by  reason  of  him  iGod}  who  hath 
subjected  the  same  in  hope.     Because  the  creature  Iktisis]  itself. 


according 

which  is  created.*'  As  the  Apostle  is  speaking  of  mankind  it  is 
evident  ktisisin  the  passage  under  consideration,  signifies  every  hu- 
man being  created  by  God.  Dr.  McKnight  insists  that  the  true 
meariine  of  ktisis  in  this  place,  is  **  every  creature."  It  will  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  creature---A;/t5<i— ^which  was  made  subject  to  vanity, 
includes  *'  all  men,"  It  follows  then,  as  a  self-evident  fact,  that 
the  creature — ktisis — which  shall  in  due  time  be  delivered  from  the 
bondage  o!  corruption  into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of 
Ck>d,  includes  the  same  *'  all  men  !'*  Thus  the  passaee  furnishes  an 
anaaawerable  proof  of  the  position  I  havl  occupied  from  the  begin- 
mag  of  the  diacufisaion^  that  man's  subjection  to  vanity  or  imper- 
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Sererttel-  of  ttlEt  '^^^"i 
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heaven/* — (Colos.  i.  19.  20.)  Here  we  are  instructed  that  it  was 
the  PLEASURE  of  God»  to  ^ive  Christ  sufficient  fulness  of  power  to 
reconcile  all  things  to  their  Creator  and  Father. 

2.  God*8  pleasure  will  eventually  become  perfectly  accomplished. 
Can  there  possibly  be  any  doubt  on  this  subject  ?  Are  there  any 
having  such  imperfect  and  darkened  conceptions  of  the  Holy  One, 
as  to  question  whether  his  pleasure  shall  be  accomplished  ?  In  it 
not  the  first  and  simplest  dictate  of  common  reason,  that  sl  perfect 
Deity — Infinite  Omnipotence — will  do  ail  his  Pleasurje  ?  God's 
word  shall  put  to  silence  every  voice  that  dare  hint  his  Pleasure 
6haU  not  be  accomplished.  "  As  the  rain  cometh  down,  and  the 
snow  from  heaven,  and  retumeth  not  thither,  but  watereth  the 
earth,  and  maketh  it  bring  forth  and  bud,  that  it  may  give  seed  to 
the  sower  and  bread  to  the  eate^- :  So  shall  my  word  be  that  ^eth  forth 
out  of  my  mouth:  It  shall  not  return  unto  me  void;  but  it  SMALL 
accomplish  that  which  I  PLEASE,  and  it  shall  prosper  in  the  thing 
whereto  I  sent  i7.*-(lsa.  Iv.  10, 1 1.)  "Whatsoever  the  Lord  pleased 
that  did  he  in  heaven^  and  in  earth,  in  the  seas^  and  all  deep  places." 
— (Fs.  cxxxv.  6.)  ••  The  PLEASURE  of  the  Lord  SHALL  pros- 
per in  his  hand.*' — (fsa.  liii.  10.)  "  My  counsel  shall  stand,  and  I 
WILL  do  aU  my  PLEASURE."— (Isa.  xlvi.  10.) 

Thus  it  is  Grod*s  pleasure  that  all  men  shall  eventually  become 
holy  and  happy.  It  is  his  pleasure  that  all  shall  comply  with 
whatever  conditions,  and  pass  through  whatever  changes  may'ba 
necessary  to  make  them  become  so.  And  he  himself  declares  in 
most  EMPHATIC  LANGUAGE,  that  he  WILL  do  ALL  HIS  PLEA- 
SURE ! !  Can  there  be  any  thin^  more  conclusive  than  this  argu- 
ment ?    Let  my  friend  invalidate  it  in  any  point. 

Eleventh  Argument: 

THE  PRESENCE  OF   GOD  IN  ALL  MEN, 
pBOPosrTioN — L    God  will  eventually  dwell  in  all  men..    2  In  whaterer  heart 
God  sheds  abroad  his  divine  presence,  there  is  holiness  and  happiness. 

Proof — 1.  God  will  eventually  dwell  in  ail  men.  This  most  im- 
portant truth  we  learn  from  St.  Paul.  **  Then  cometh  the  end, 
when  he  shall  have  delivered  up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Fa- 
ther ;  when  he  shall  have  put  down  ail  rule,  and  all  authority  and 
power.  For  he  must  reign,  till  he  hath  put  all  enemies  under  his 
feet.  The  last  enemy  that  shall  be  destroyed  is  death  For  he 
hath  put  all  things  under  his  feet.  *  *  *  And  when  all  things  shall 
be  subdued  unto  nim,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject 
anto  him  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  ALL  IN 
ALL."— (Cor.  XV.  24—28.) 

This  quotation  affirms  the  following  particulars.  1.  That  Christ 
shall  rei^n  in  his  Mediatorial  Kingdom,  until  ALL  MEN  are  brought 
into  subjection  to  him  ;  become  his  obedient  subjects,  and  members 
of  his  kingdom.  This  is  proved  by  the  assertion  that  **  all  enemils 
ahall  be  put  under  his  feet," — which  signifies  that  all  princi^l^^^ 
evilai  impedimenUi,  that  prevent  men  yielding  obti\ttit^  \o  C\kxvb\« 


■hall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  [upotagesetm 
put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  all  ii 
passage  also  teaches  us,  that  when  all  things— 
nave  been  brooght  into  willing  subjection  to  Cl 
members  of  his  mediatorial  kingdom,  then  Chrii 
up  his  kingdom  composed  of  all  mankind,  into  th< 
the  Father.     3.  That  all  men  having  thus  through 
of  Chcist's  reign,  become  fitted  for  the  residence  of  G 
God  himself  shall  then  dwell  in  the  hearts  of  all 
God  shall  not  only  dwell  in  all  men,  but  he  shall 
MEN.     No  opposing  spirit,  principle  or  will,  shall 
within  ALL  MEN,  shall  be  in  unity  with  God*s  spirit 

2.  When  God  thus  dwells  in  all  men,  then  all  w 
hafpy.     This  is  self-evident. 

Twelfth  Argument : — 

THE  WILL  OF  GOD. 

PaoPoaiTlON— L  It  is  God'a  Will  that  all  men  shall  |be  sart 
knowledge  of  Uie  Truth.    M.  The  Will  of  God  mast  become  perfc 

Proof — t.  It  is  God's  Will  that  all  men  shall  be  m 
made  known  unto  us  the  mystery  of  his  will,  accord 
pleasure,  which  he  hath  proposed  in  himself:  That 
sation  of  the  fulness  of  times,  he  might  gather  toge 
things  in  Christ;  both  which  are  in  heaven,  and 
earth,  even  in  him."— (Eph.  i.  9,  10.)  God  •*  WILl 
MEN  to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge 
— (iTim.  ij.  4.) 

This  language  is  plain,  emphatic  and  decisive.  I 
many  words,  as  distinctly  as  language  can  utter  thou 
will  have  all  men  to  be  saved.    I  ae«m 
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man  a  liar,**  will  bow  in  acknowleJgment  of  the  testimony  of 
the  Apostle,  and  believe  God  *'  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved.*' 

As  God  has  willed  the  salvation  of  aH  men  he  must  necessarily 
have  willed  the  means  to  accomplish  that  salvation  ;  and  means  too, 
that  are  perfectly  adapted  to  the  end  designed.  Otherwise  he  has 
not  acted  on  the  <^ommon  principles  of  intelligence.  Nowise  being 
deliberately  wills  or  determines  to  achieve  an  enterprise,  without 
willing,  or  in  other  words,  providing  such  means  as  are  adequate  to 
the  undertaking. 

2.  The  will  of  God  must  ultimately  become  perfectly  accom- 
plished. If  Jehovah  is  the  being.we  worship  as  GOD— i.  e.  if  he 
IB  Infinite  in  Wisdom  and  Omnipotent  in  Power — if  his  resources 
are  unbounded,  his  knowledge  and  skill  without  limit — if,  in  fine, 
he  is  a  Perfect  God — then  his  deliberately  formed  Will,  that  all 
men  shall  be  saved,  must  in  due  time,  become  perfectly  fulfilled. 
To  deny  this,  is  to  deny  his  attributes.  To  take  any  other  ground, 
is  virtually  to  insist  that  he  is  not  a  perfect  God. 

Either  God  can  save  all  men,  but  will  noU  or  he  would  si^ve  all, 
but  cannot,  or  he  can  and  wUl  save  all.  One  of  these  three  posi- 
tions must  necessarily  be  true.  To  affirm  the  first,  conflicts  with 
his  Goodness.  The  second  destroys  his  Wisdom  and  Power.  The 
third  accords  to  him  Goodness,  Wisdom  and  Power,  and  makes  him 
a  PERFECT  DEITY. 

An  appeal  to  the  Scriptures  will  abundantly  support  thisdeci^on 
of  Reason.  There  is  not  a  truth  more  distinctly  taught,  or  one 
more  emphatically  expressed,  than  that  the  Will  of  God  is  Supreme* 
in  the  Universe,  and  that  all  its  purposes  and  designs  must  be  com- 
pletely accomplished.  Christ  came  to  do  the  Will  of  God — *'  I  came 
down  from  Heaven  not  to  do  mine  own  Will,  but  the  Will  of  him  that 
sent  me." — (John  vi.  38.)  **  My  meat  is  to  do  the  Will  of  Him  that 
sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work." — (John  iv.  34.)  Would  Christ  come 
to  do  God*s  Will  if  it  cannot  be  done  ?  Is  not  the  fact  that  he  come  ex- 
pressly to  do  the  Will  of  Qod,  and  that  it  is  his  meat  [pleasure]  to  ac- 
accomplish  it,  positive  evidence  that  it  both  can  and  will  be  done .' 
Besides  how  can  he  finish  his  Father's  work,  if  he  dees  not  complete 
his  Will .'  Jesus  prayed,  '*  Thy  Will  be  done  in  earth  as  itis  in  hea- 
ven."— (Matt.  vi.  10.)  Will  not  the  prayer  of  Christ  be  answered  ? 
Or  was  Christ  ignorant,  and  did  not  understand  his  own  words,  or 
did  not  know  wnat  God*s  Will  was,  and  prayed  for  what  never 
could  take  place  ?  But  Jesus  knew  for  what  he  prayed.  His  prayer 
was  heard,  and  will  be  answered. — "  Father  I  thank  thee  that  thou 
bast  heard  me.  And  I  know  that  thou  hearest  me  always." — (John 
xi.  41,  42.)  Rev.  Dr.  Olin,  in  a  sermon  preached  before  the  Oneida 
Methodist  Conference,  at  its  last  session,  said  of  Christ — <*  His 
prayers  will  PREVAIL,"  for  he  says,  '*  I  know  that  thou  hearest- 
me  always."  Grod^s  Will  is  that  all  men  shall  be  saved  and  cqMe 
to  ths  knowledge  of  the  truth.  If  Christ  prays  that  God's  Will 
may  be  done,  and  his  prayers  always  prevail,,  and  ax«  %!L'^9rvs%  ixl- 
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swercd,  then  all  men  mast  cventnally  be  saved  ! !  "He  doeth  ac- 
cording to  |iis  Will  in  the  army  of  heaven,  and  among  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  earth :  and  none  can  stay  his  hand,  or  say  unto  him, 
what  doest  thou  r--(Dan.  iv.  35)  "  Who  worketh  ALL  THINGS 
after  the  counsel  of  his  own  WilI."--(Eph.  i.  11.)  Can  language 
be  more  positive  or  decisive  than  this  ?  ^ 

Here  then,  is  the  argument :  God  Wills  (it  is  immaterial  whether 
it  is  a  will  of  desire  or  of  determination)  that  ill  men  shall  be 
saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Truth.  The  Scriptures 
distinctly  assert,  that  he  doeth  according  to  his  Will  in  heaven  and 
earth  and  that  he  worketh  all  things  aftef  the  counsel  of  his  own  will! 
The  conclusion  is  plain  ! — emphatic  ! — irresistible ! ! ! — \^Time  eX' 
pired. 

[MR.  HOLMES^  gCVEKTH   RKPLT.] 

The  remark  made  by  Mr.  Austin,  at  the  close  of  his  speech,  over- 
turns the  whole  of  his  argument.  After  arguing  at  length,  that 
God*8  will  is  absolute,  in  regard  to  the  final  salvation  of  men.  he 
closes  by  saying — it  matters  not,  whether  it  be  the  will  of  desire  cr 
determination. 

Mr.  Austin. — As  to  final  results. 

Mr.  Holmes. — That  does  not  alter  the  case.  Final  results  cannot 
be  made  sure,  without  the  absolute  and  unconditional  will  of  God. 
If  the  will  of  God  respecting  human  salvation  be  a  will  of  desire 
— not  of  positive  determination,  it  falls  infinitely  short  of  the  point 
at  which  the  gentleman  aims.  Positive  determination  admits  no 
contingencies  whatever :  but  a  will  of  desire  may  admit  moral  agen- 
cy, and  the  free  and  unrestrained  operation  of  moral  government, 
both  of  which  are  utterly  irreconcilable  with  positive  determina- 
tion. 

The  audience  have  now,  other  proof  besides  my  assertion,  that 
Mr.  Austin  is  a  critic  in  the  Greek  language,  llie  Greek  word,  or 
words,  found  in  the  New  Testament,  in  various  forms,  according  to 
the  mood  and  tense  of  the  verb  in  which  they  are  used,  and  em- 
ployed to  express  the  desire,  wish,  or  will  of  God,  are  from  **^Ae- 
loo"  signifying  to  will,  to  wish,  to  be  wont,  or  accustomed — and 
sometimes,  to  be  able.  '*  Thelema,'''  the  noun,  is  defined — will,  wif^h, 
desire.  The  adjective  form,  **  theletos''  is  defined,  **wishedfor,  willed^ 
agreeable,  desirable."  The  form  of  this  word  employed  in  1  Tim. 
ii.  4,  is  *'  iheleiP  Leusden  translates  it  by  the  Latin  word  *<  vu//,'* 
from  the  neuter  **Wo,*^  which,  says  Ainnworth,  means  *<  to  he  tnll- 
ing,  to  wish,  to  desire,  to  mean,  to  wish  ofie^  well."  In  this  form  it 
stands  in  the  Latin  vulgate,  '*  vulV*  being  in  the  present  tense ;  and 
thiSanswera  to  the  form  of  the  Greek  '*  thelei^'*  which  is  also  in 
the  present  tense.  The  literal  rendering  of  the  passage,  therefore, 
S  m^  Gdd  wills,  uMes  or  desires  that  all  men  should  bt  saved 
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and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  now,  at  the  present  time. 
The  idea  of  absoluteness,  or  positive  determination,  witb>espect  to 
final  salvation,  cannot,  by  possibility,  be  tortured  from  this  passage 
in  Tim.,  without  perverting  the  plainly  expressed  meaning  oi  words, 
and  doing  violence  to  the  established  rules  of  philology.  Now,  as 
we  have  already  argued,  if  the  will  of  God  be  absolute,  it  is  so 
now,  respecting  the  present  moral  condition  of  men ;  but  it  does  not 
produce  nre^nt  salvation,  hence  cannot,  in  itself,  give  any  assur- 
ance of  future  or  final  salvation. 

Moreover,  this  word,  translated  will,  desire,  wish,  is  used  in  va- 
rious forms  in  the  scriptures,  where,  to  give  it  the  absolute  signifi- 
cation, would  be  absurd  to  the  last  degree.  For  example.  Matt, 
xxvi.  39 — *'  not  as  I  will,  {theio)  but  as  thou  wilt."  According  to 
my  friend's  argument  and  criticism  it  should  read,  not  as  I  absolutely 
and  positively  will,  but  as  thou  absolutely  and  positively  wilt.  Here 
we  should  have,  according  to  the  Universalist  criticism,  one  abso- 
lute will  submitting  to  another  will;  not  more  positive  and  absolute 
than  itself.  1  Thess.  iv.  3,  '*  It  is  the  will  {tkelema)  of  God,  even 
3'our  sanctification.'*  That  is,  it  was  the  absolute,  positive  determi* 
nation  of  God,  at  that  time,  that  they  should  be  sanctified.  Here 
the  word  is  in  the  substantive  form,  and  the  verb  connected  with  it 
is  in  the  present  tense.  And  yet  many  of  those  to  whom  the  Apos- 
tle was  writing,  were  not  sanctified — did  not  ''abstain  from  fornica- 
tion." Hence,  according  to  Mr.  Austin's  principles  of  interpreta- 
tion, they  resisted  the  absolute,  omnipotent  will  of  God.  Another 
form  of  the  same  word  is  used  by  our  Lord  in  Matt,  xxiii.  37, 
— **  how  oft  would  {ethelesa)  I  have  gathered  you,  &c., — and  ye 
would  {ethelesate)  not."  In  this  case,  the  absolute  will  of  the  Jews 
resisted  and  overcame  the  absolute  will  of  Christ. 

The  sophistry  in  Mr.  Austin's  argument  on  the  will  of  God  is, 
that  it  is  based  upon  a  mere  assumption  that  it  is  absolute  ;  and  he 
attempts  to  press  the^Greek  word,  just  considered,  into  his  service ; 
and  to  effect  his  ]>urpose.  he  assumes  again,  that  the  word  means 
just  what  he  wants  it  to ;  and  thus,  by  assuming  a  principle  or  fact 
as  often  as  he  needs  one  to  make  out  bis  case,  he  manages  to  draw 
out  a  long  harangue,  on  the  will  of  God.  But  one  touch  of  sound 
criticism,  demolishes  the  whole  superstructure.  Of  what  avail  is 
all  this  declamation,  so  long  as  the  starting  points  are  all  assumed  7 
And  this  is  true  also  of  his  definitions.  The^  are  arbitrarily  framed 
with  4irect  reference  to  the  principles  of  Universalism,  and  in  direct 
contravention  to  acknowledged  standards,  both  literary  and  theolog- 
icaL  He  wishes  to  use  a  word,  the  meaning  of  which  has  been 
established  for  ages — he  frames  a  definition  for  it  to  suit  the  **  tut 
generic*  character  of  Universalism,  and  then,  assuming  that  it  bears 
lost  the  sense  he  has  affixed  to  it,  starts  off  upon  a  gallop,  with  a 
lODff  lurry,  written  before  he  came  here,  for  the  express  purpose  of 
prooueing  popular  e&ct.  The  gentleman  is  welcome  to  all  tW 
capitiil  he  can  Bake  out  of  such  baseless  and  bombastic  efforts. 
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salvation  of  ail  men.  We  need  not  go  back  to  l| 
— nor  to  the  heathen  world,  for  examples — thejp 
everjr  direction,  they  are  in  this  assembly.  If  thfl 
of  God  contended  for  by  my  opponent,  be  correct! 
all  saved  noxo  7  If  our  only  dependence  is  on  ther 
conclusion  must  be,  that  God  does  not  will  or  del 

I  now,  ot,  that  the  will  of  God  does  not  unconditiom 

salvation  in  the  future.     And  this  latter  is  the  coi 
agreeing  a^  well  with  conscience  and  reason,  as  n 
God,    which  makes  human  salvation  depend  on 
who  is  the  **  author  of  eternal  salvation"  to  all  f 

;  Christ  said  to  the  Jews,  **  Ve  will  not  come  to  m 

have  life.*^     If  men  miss  of  salvation  here,  by  resis 
Christ,  they  may  miss  of  heaven  for  the  same  reasc 

j  agrees  with  his  own    words — '*  he  that  believeth 

!  damned.^'    To  harmonize  with  the  gentleman's  doci 

sages  ought  to  read — "  Ye  will  not  come  to  me  that 
lUt-rnevertheless,  ye  shall  have  life,  whether  you  wi 
noV* — **  he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he  tha 
shall  be  saved."  What  will  my  friend  do  with  thesi 
resistance  offered  to  the  will  of  Christ,  and  the  consei 
of  spiritual  blessings  ?  Will  he  take  the  ground  o 
Skinner,  that  Christ  was  liable  to  mistake,  and  he 
not  to  be  depended  on,  as  the  will  of  God  ?  This  f 
take,  or  admit  the  will  of  God  is  not  absolute.  The 
suffise  as  an  answer  to  the  argument  from  the  wil 
something  more  shall  be  presented  by  Mr.  Austin. 
The  gentleman  says,  that  though  men  were  "subj 
not  willingly,"  yet  it  was  not  neci 
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tb»  idM  that  raas  was  brODghl  into  a  ntate  of  aDbjection  to  vanitf  . 
hf  «n,but maintains  tbat  it  waslhereKullof  the  divine  arranf^rrent. 
Pi^  61,  oa  Alonement,  he  says,  "  man  is  deptndenl  in  all  bia 
rolilions,  and  mova  by  nectaity"  Secondly,  in  this  diBclaimer  my 
frifod  conliadictB  himself.  He  bas  taught,  in  thin  di«cuitiion.  and 
cbewhere,  thai  Cod  created  man  io  an  imperftct  and  impvTt  slate 
—that  all  sin  arrMi  from  cause*  inheieni  Id  "  the  bodily  portion  of 
our  nature,  which  e'cUts  in  ibis  life."  If  this  be  true,  men  are 
ntiOManiy  the  subjects  ot  sin  and  misery.  In  ibe  third  place,  he 
contradicts  the  theory  he  has  been  at  so  much  paina  to  rear  on  the 
passage  in  Romans  TJii.  20.  Tbe  theory  of  progression,  introduced 
by  him,  was  intended,  he  (ells  us,  to  save  men  from  r/ioMo  which  ibey 
were  subjected — -that  is  from  (in  and  minery.^  Bnt  if  men  were  net 
(Dbjected  lo  sin  and  misery  uiii^ii/ing'/y.  ibcn  it  follows  llieymigAt 
have  maintained  their  freedom,  and  thus  rendered  his  theory  unnec- 
essary, BO  fat  as  it  was  intended  to  deliver  men  from  "  subjection 
to»anily." 

Bat  look  at  the  logic  of  the  Kenlleman.  The  human  race  is  "sub- 
ject to  vanity, riof  auliTtgly,"  and  yet  they  mi|!bt  haveavoided  vanity. 
Perhapn  my  friend  has  made  some  new  discoveries  in  the  science  of 
the  human  mind ;  if  so,  I  would  be  glad  lo  learn.  Is  ihere  neutral 
gTOUDd  for  an  intelligent  being  in  regard  lo  deeds  really  ptrforinal 
— a  point  at  whicb  be  is  neither  witling  nor  unwilling .'  It  be  can 
make  this  out,  it  will  go  far  towards  relieving  his  dissgreeable  alii- 
lude  Bat  until  tbia  is  made  to  appear,  I  shall  abide  hy  the  common 
sense  view  of  tbe  subject,  viz  :  that  the  will  canr.ot  be  neuitui 
— must  be  bronght  into  action  in  reference  to  every  thing  that  af- 
foets  morJ  character.  There  is,  and  can  be,  no  middle  point  be- 
tween unllinglyxaA  untciilingty.  If.  then,  subjection  lo  vanity  was 
not  nnwillin^,  it  wafi  willing.  If  willing,  it  was  not  hy  the  agen- 
cy of  Cod  t  if  unwilling,  the  agency  and  Trill  of  man  was  not  a  parly 
to  tbe  IrKnaactioo,  aud  God  alone  is  rca;>onsible  for  the  moral  con- 
ililion  of  the  human  race.  This  latter  conclusion  is  unavoidol.le, 
from  tbe  premises  of  UniversallFm,  and  the  posiiinnn  taken  by  Mr, 
Austin,  it  is  taught  in  tbe  writings  of  leading  Universatists,  that  a 
temporary  slate  of  sin  and  misery  is  hrougbt  in,  (or  the  purpose  of 
making  men  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter.  And  this  is  what  They 
mean  by  bein;  "  subject  Id  vanity,  not  willingly."  Mr.  Austin  baa 
contended  for  the  same  doctrine  here,  most  kIouiIj.  It  is  on  thi« 
frround,  mainly,  that  he  rests  his  defence  of  tbe  character  of  God.  as 
Falker  of  tbe  human  family.  I  have  urgtd  upon  my  fiiend  Ibis 
difficvlly — if  men  are  not  moral  agents,  governed  accocdinic  to  the 
principles  of  moral  law.  and  hence  responsible  for  the  final  resulls 
of  ibeir  conduct,  why  does  not  God  note,  hy  biH  inbnile  wiKilom 
and  power,  in  Ihe  moat  dirtclnnd  immtdiaitway,  make  all  his  chil- 
dren holy  and  happy.  If  he  has  wisdom  and  power  to  do  it,  he 
most  be  wanting  in  goodness,  to  allow  their  present  condition  to  con- 
lious.    But  if  bit  goodoesa  would  prompt  bim  to  do  it,  lie  must 
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certainly  be  deficient  in  wiedom  or  power,  or  both,  mce  ht  don 
not  effect  their  deliverance.  To  this,  the  answer  of  Umverealiam, 
and  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  the  design  of  our  heavenly  Father  in  con* 
tinuingmen  so  long  in  a  state  of  sin,  with  all  its  consequences,  is  that 
he  may  make  them  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter — that  is,  for  it 
amounts  to  just  this — God  has  neither  wisdom  nor  power  to  make 
men  sufficiently  holy  and  happy,  without  taking  them  through  a 
state  of  moral  depravity,*degradation  and  misery. 

The  dortriue  set  up  and  contended  for  by  Mr.  Austin,  represents 
Almighty  God  in  a  light,  which  has  more  than  once  reminded  me 
of  the  Dutch  Physician  who  was  called  to  see  a  sick  child.     He 
felt  his  pulse,  and  looked  at  his  tongue,  as  doctors  generally  do. 
What  ails  the  child  ?  enquired  the  anxious  mother.     The  Doctor, 
shaking  his  head,  frankly  confessed  he  did  not  know.     A^in  ex- 
amining the  symptoms  with  no  better  success,  he  seemed  in  much 
perplexity ;  when  suddenly,  starting  up  as  though  he  had  made  a 
discovery  that  would  at  once  relieve  the  case,  he  exclaimed  :  I  will 
tell  you  what  I  can  do,  I  can  give  the  child  something  to  throw  it 
into  fits,  and  then  /  amdeathonfita .'/    Messrs.  Moderators,  is  net 
this  precisely  the  light  in  which  the  gentleman  holds  up  the  char- 
acter of  the  Infinite  Jehovah  ?    He  could  not  make  men  holy  and 
happy  aX  first ;  here  was  a  difficulty  he  could  not  obviate.     But  there 
was  one  thing  he  could  do:  he  could  throw  the  world  into  a  state 
of  sin  and  mi^ry,  and  then  he  is  death  on  sin,  and  in  this  way  will 
manage  to  secure  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  How 
this  view  honors  Almighty  God  !     Or  rather,  how  it  dishonors  him. 
It  is  the  old  atheistic  notion  of  certain  heathen  Philosophers,  who 
taught  that  evil  arose  from  a  perverse  principle  in  matter,  which 
the  omnipotence  of  God  could  not  overcome.     Mr.  Austin  has 
quoted  from  Dr.  Clarke,  on  the  love  of  God,  and  carries  the  idea  that 
there  is  a  contradiction  between  the  Doctor  and  myself  on  this  point. 
As  he  has  quoted  Dr.  Clarke^  a  number  of  times,  and  probably  may 
do  so  many  times  more,  I  wfsh  to  call  the  attention  oi  the  audience 
to  the  manner  in  which  it  is  done.     I  can  have  no  sort  of  objection 
to  his  quoting  Clarke,  or  any  other  Methodist  author,  when  he  does 
it  correctly  Siud  fairly.    But  I  will  convince  this  audience,  that  in 
quoting  Clarke,  he  has  thus  far  been  anything  but  fair.    For  exam- 
pie,  in  the  discussion  of  the  first  question,  he  quotes  from  Clarke's 
**  Preface  to  Galatians,"  to  prove  there  were  Jews  at  Galatia, 
(a  fact  not  disputed,)  and  then  draws  the  inference  necessary  to  his 
arguments  that  it  was  darkens  opinion,  that  the  redemption  men- 
tioned in  Gal.  iii.  13,  was  from  the  curse  of  the  ceremonial  law; 
whereas,  Dr.  Clarke  expressly  says  otherwise  in  his  comment  on 
tkii  verse,  where  he  makes  the  redemption  referred  to,  Christ's  work 
of  atonement,   in  which  he  **  bore  the  punishment  due  to  sin," 
Again,  when  the  chastening  of  God's  people,  as  distinguished  from 
penal  inflictions  upon  the  the  ungodly,  was  under  discussion,  Mr. 
Austin  quoted  Clarke  to  support  him  in  hia  viewa  of  chastening. 
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And  bow  did  he  do  it  ?    Why,  strange  as  it  may  appear,  he  taken 
Clarke's  remarks  on  scourging  criminalt,  to  explain  the  nature  of 
ckattening;  while  Clarke  himself  says,  on  the  word  chastisement 
(Ueb.  xiL  8.)  the  very  word  under  consideration,  **  the  original 
word  *paideia*  does  not  imply  stripes  and  punishments,  but  the  dis- 
cipline of  a  child,"  thus  directly  confuting  Mr.  Austin,  and  affirm- 
ing my  view  of  the  distinction  between  the  punishment  of  the  sin- 
ner, and  the  ckaitening  of  the  children  of  God.     Such  are  the  meth- 
ods by  which  the  advocates  of  Universalism  obtain  concessions  to 
their  views.     This  course  is  pursued  by  VVhittemore,  and  by  Paige 
in  his  **Selections,'^  who  deliberately  takes  the  comment  of  Dod- 
dridge, on  John  v.  25,  and  transfers  it  to  John  v.  28,  29,  and  thus 
makes  Doddridge  utter  a  sentiment  he  never  intended.     He  also 
takes  Dr.  Whitb^s  note  on  1  Peter  iv.  6,  and  places  it  under  John 
T.  28,  29,  as  proof  that  Whitby  sustained  the  Universalist  exposi- 
tion of  that  passage.     Let  me  ask  this  audience — is  this  fair  ?  is  it 
honest  ?  can  a  cause  founded  in  truth  and  righteousness  need  such 
measures  of  defence  ?     I  was  not  expecting  this  course  to  be  taken 
by  my  friend  of  .the  opposite  side,  out  the  examples  already  ad- 
duced, with  the  one  under  immediate  consideration,  give  lamenta- 
ble evidence  of  the  perverting  influence  of  error,  upon  a  mind, 
which  might  otherwise,  under  all  circumstances,. preserve  a  strict 
regard  for  propriety.      I  do  not  wish  to  lose  my  confidence  in  the 
argumentative  fairness  of  my  opponent.     It  gives  me  no  pleasure 
to  think  he  intends  to  be  uncandid  in  his  representations.    But 
certainly,  this  looks  like  it.     Dr.  Clarke's  remarks  on  the  love  of 
God,  have  no  reference  to  the  subject  in  dispute  between  Mr.  Aus- 
tin and  myself :  they  refer  to  the  doctrine  of  unconditional  reproba- 
tion of  men  to  damnation.     That  this  notion  is  inconsistent  with 
the  love  of  God,  is  a  point  in  which  I  fully  coincide  with  Clarke. 
This  doctrine,  however,  is  not  more  inconsistent  with  the  charac- 
ter of  God,  than  that  of  unconditional,  universal  salvation.    \i  this 
is  the  way  my  friend  quotes  authorities,  we  shall  be  obliged  to  take 
his  assertions,  hereafter,  with  some  grains  of  allowance.     The  gen- 
tleman refers  again  to  the  verse  quoted  from  Genesis :  "  it  repented 
the  Lord  that  he  had  made  man.^'     What  does  my  friend  intend  to 
moke  out  of  this  ?    I  simply  quoted  the  language,  without  note 
or  comment,     tience,  if  he  cavils,  it  must  be  with  the  words  of 
scripture — not  with  my  exposition  of  them.     I  do  not  wonder,  how- 
ever, that  he  has  such  aversion  to  these  words,  as  they  stand . 
They  completely  overthrow  his  theory  of  human  progression,  and 
his  notion  of  the  absoluteness  of  the  divine  will,  by  proving  man 
did  not  answer  the  benevolent  design  of  God  in  creation— but 
strayed  from  the  path  of  duty  and  rectitude ;  hence,  in  view  of  his 
corruption  and  wickedness,  he  declared,  **  the  end  of  all  flesh  has 
come  before  me." 

My  friend  says,  God  never  punishes  men  but  to  reform  them. 
Did  be  destroy  the  generation  before  the  flood,  to  reform  them? 


i 
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mn      '*      ortginal  a^Sibote  of  God,  bat  a  form  of  the  divNI 
tovrards  transgrressors.     Its  province  is  to  gnaid 
of  God  from  moral  imperfection,  and  visit  the  i 
with  desenred  punishment.     Mercy  is  a  form  a 
which  aims  at  the  relief  of  trancgressors,  by  pro 
means  of  their  return  to  divine  favor.     Its  proft 
ners  htiier  than  they  deserve,  on  principles  reel 
purity  and  stability  of  moral  government.     Andj 
action  of  justice  and  mercy,  only^  is  to  be  founl 
wheel  which  regulates  the  affairs  of  the  morale 
these  a^ee,  the  attributes  of  G3d  cannot  clafll 
mony    m  the  divine    nature,   and    dignity,   sti 
throughout  the  moral  world.     During  this  whoi 
far,  Mr.  Austin  has  taken  a  one-sided  and  distortt 
vine  character.     He  has  said  but  little  of  the  attri 
sisted  mostly,  upon  the  influence  of  certain  relatio 
which  may  or  may  not  exist,  without  disturbing  th 
harmony  of  God. 

The  next  argument  Mr.  Austin  presents,  to  proi 
saved,  is  drawn  from  the  foreknotcledge  of  God. 
God  foresees,  must  certainly  come -to  pass;  or  th 
thing,  is  the  same  as  to  ordain  it.  It  is  true  tha 
things.  But  it  is  not  true  that  all  things  do  there 
'  cessity.     This  would  make  him  directly  responsib 

ply  because  he  foreknows  it.  The  argument  is  hi 
lacies.  The^rsf  consists  in  supposing  divine  fore" 
mines  ihe  cfiaracter  of  events.  An  event  may  be 
or  necessary — but  it  is  not  rendered  the  one,  or  t 
fact  that  God  knows  it.     KnowJ 
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pose  Qod  iffiiorant  of  it  antil  it  takes  place.    Another  fallacy  on 
which  my  friead  builds  thi«  argument,  consists  in  confounding  cer- 
tainty and  necessity — things  in  themselves  entirely  diflerent.     An 
event  may  be  certaint  without  being  necessary.     Certainty  is  that 
which  will  be^  though  it  might  have  been  otherwise.   Necessity  is  that 
which  tnutd  be,  and  cannot  be  otherwise.     God  mav  know  an  event 
to  be  certain^  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge ;  but  at  the 
same  time,  the  event  is  not  necessary,  because  it  might  have  been 
otherwise.    God  may  certainly  know  that  a  particular  sinner  will 
^e  lost,  but  why  does  he  know  it  ?   Not  because  there  is  any  efficient 
influence  in  mere  knowledge— but  because  he  foresees  the  sinner 
will  voluntarily  choose  death,  in  the  error  of  his  ways ;  and  he 
knows,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  sinner  has  power  to  take  a  dififer- 
ent  course  and  be  saved.     If,  therefore,  he  knows  a  sinner  will  be 
lost, he  knows  it  as  the  result  of  the  willful  rejection  of  the  Gospel, 
and  at  the  same  time  he  knows  the  sinner  has  (if  he  would  use  it) 
power  to  repent,  and  change  the  nature  of  his  destiny.     The  re- 
sponsibility of  the  event,  it  is  plain  from  this,  rests  upon  man,  not 
on  God. 

By  taking  into  view  these  two  important  points,  wholly  over- 
looked by  Mr.  Austin,  viz,  that  knowledge  in  itself  cannot  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  character  of  events,  and  that  an  event  is  not  neces- 
saryy  because  it  is  certain,  we  shall  find  no  difficulty  in  reconciling 
foreknowledge  with  the  contingency  of  events,  and  the  moral  agen- 
cy of  man.  The  conclusion  which  my  friend  would  draw  from  di- 
vine foreknowledge,  seems  to  be  this— that  it  would  be  incompati- 
ble with  the  character  of  God,  to  allow  a  being  to  come  into  exis- 
tence whom  he  foreknew  would  ht  finally  miserable — that  he  would 
have  allowed  all  such  to  "  remain  in  non-entity.**  He  therefore 
concludes,  God  has  suffered  norie  to  exist,  save  those  whom  he 
foreknew  would  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  Without  stopping  to 
enquire  how  any  portion  of  the  human  race  could  **  remain  in  non- 
entity,'* it  will  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  conclusion  to  say : 
First,  that  it  is  founded  on  the  supposition,  that  divine  knowledge 
and  predestination  are  identical — than  which  nothing  is  more  pal- 
pably erroneous.  Knowledge  is  an  attribute,  but  predestination  is 
an  act.  Hence,  it  is  utterly  impossible  that  they  should  be  identi- 
cal. Knowledge  is  that  which  exists,  but  does  not  imply  action 
—may  exist  forever,  without  any  action  or  efficiency  whatever. 
Predestination  is  that  which  performs — acts — and  cannot  exist 
without  executive  energy  and  efficiency.  Secondly,  as  man  roust  be 
a  moral  agent,  in  order  to  be  the  subject  of  moral  happinees,  hence 
If  he  is  created  with  the  power  of  happiness,  he  must  also  pos- 
sess power  to  forfeit  happiness,  otherwise  he  is  not  a  moral 
agent.  "But  possessing  power  to  forfeit  happiness,  God  roust  fore- 
know any  event  of  this  kind  that  will  ever  take  place.  He  fore- 
knows it,  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge,  and  for  ito  oth- 
er reason.    To  say  he  may  not  create  men,  because  he  foresees 
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they  win  unnecessarily  and  perDersely  violate  the  laws  and  cona- 
tions of  their  being,  and  make  themselTes  miserable,  is  to  assume 
that  he  may  not  create  moral  beings  at  all,  and  thus  rob  him  of  bis 
character  as  a  moral  Governor.  That  is,  it  is  to  eet  above  God,  and 
dictate  what  is,  or  is  not  proper  for  the  infinite  Jehovah  to  do.  In 
the  third  place,  Mr.  Austin's  position  makes  God  morally  respon- 
sible for  every  event,  evil  in  itself,  which  occurs  in  the  universe, 
simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge.  He  places  the  infinite 
God  under  the  disagreeable  necessity  of  remaining  in  ignorance  of 
all  evil  events,  until  they  actually  occur ;  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
of  standing  out  before  his  universe,  as  the  direct  and  efficient  author 
of  all  moral  evil.  Which  of  these  conclusions  will  my  friend  take  ? 
One  he  must  take,  or  give  up  his  argument,  and  acknowledge  his 
conclusion  a  nullity*.  Either  God  does  not  know  all  things,  or,  on 
Mr.  Austin's  principles,  he  does  all  things,  and  thus  the  gentleman^s 
loeic  is  destroyed  by  the  absurdity  of  his  conclusion. 

I  have  already  shown,  conclusively,  I  think,  that  to  prevent  the 
existence  of  one,  because  it  was  foreseen  he  would  forfeit  his  own 
happiness,  would  be  to  deprive  many  of  the  blessing  of  existence, 
who,  if  allowed  to  live,  would  be  holy  and  happy  forever.  The  gen- 
tleman has  referred  to  this,  but  in  such  way  as  shows  how  entirely 
unable  he  is  to  refute  it.  The  constitution  and  relations  of  the 
family  of  man  directly  confirm  my  view.  To  gather  up  the  tares, 
would  be  to  destroy  the  wheat  with  them.  Had  men  been  created 
without  a  federal  head — without  the  relations  which  now  exist 
among  them — like  the  angels  of  God,  each  one  independent  of  all 
the  rest — they  would  have  possessed  the  same  power  to  sin  as  now, 
and  sinning,  their  circumstances  would  have  been  less  favorable  to 
salvation.  Perhaps  it  was  seen,  that  falling,  under  such  circum- 
stances, they  could  have  no  redemption.  We  read  in  scripture  of 
the  angels  which  kept  not  their  first  estate — and  are  '*  reserved  in 
everlasting  chains  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great 
day." — (Jude  6th.)  As  the  human  family  fell  in  Adam,  so  they  are 
redeemed  in  Christ — a  benefit  not  awarded  to  sinning  angels. 

Mr.  Austin  makes  an  effort  to  answer  my  negative  argument  on 
the  subject  df  salvation.  He  alledges  I  said  Universalism  teaches 
there  is  no  salvation.  Not  so.  I  said  there  is  no  salvation  in  that 
system — by  which  I  meant,  it  possesses  no  evangelical  influence, 
and  presents  and  confers  no  gospel  benefit,  which  can  properly  be 
denominated  salvation.  This  must  be  perfectly  obvious  to  every 
intelligent  mind.  The  gentleman  is  contending  for  the  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men  in  their  final  state,  and  yet  his  own  definition 
of  salvation  is  proof  positive  that  their  final  holiness  and  happiness 
cannot  be  the  result  of  gospel  salvation— or  of  salvation  in  any 
sense.  His  definition  is— that  to  be  saved,  is  to  be  delivered  from 
sin.  Well,  in  the  mouth  of  an  orthodox  man,  we  should  at  onca 
comprehend  the  meaning  of  this  language ;  but  coming  from  a  Uni- 
vtrsallst*  who  rejects  the  standard  tiifnification  of  many  Bib1« 
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word0»  w  are   not  quite   satisfied ;  we  therefore  enqaire,  what 
he  means  by  <*  salration  from  sin,"  and  he  tells  us — to  be  saved 
from  sin,  is  to  be  "  saved  from  sinning.*'    Very  good,  as  far  as  it 
goes ;  but  as  it  stops  short  of  the  point  at  which  we  aim,  and  seems 
yet  somewhat  obscure,  we  press  the  gentleman  for  farther  light 
— and  then  we  get  the  whole  of  it— salvation,  is  to  be  ••  saved  from 
a  condition  or  state  in  which  we  are  exposed  to  sin."    This  is  the 
*•  $ummum  bonum**  of  the  salvation  of  Universalism.     And  now, 
in  view  of  this  definition,  which  appears  sufficiently  plain,  I  repeat, 
with  emphasis,  my  former  declaration — there  is  no  salvation  in  the 
system  Mr.  Austin  advocates.     Look  at  it :  salvation  is  deliver- 
ance from  that  state  or  condition  *'  in  which  we  are  exposed  to  sin." 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  God  subjected  us  to  this  state  himself^  pur- 
vosely,  according  to  my  friend's  own  showing :  henee,  the  salvation 
he  confers.  If  any,  is  deliverance  from  a  condition  in  which  he  has 
placed  us,  and  for  which  he  alone  is  responsible.    But  in  the 
second  piace,  even  this  salvation  is  not  conferred,  since  no  man  on 
•arth,  by  the  gospel  or  otherwise,  is  delivered  from  a  condition  in 
which  he  is  exposed  to  sin.    The  holiest  man  on  earth  does  not  en- 
joy such  salvation,  nor  can  he.     A  condition  of  exposure  to  sin,  is 
oar  unavoidable  earthly  condition  .*  hence,  salvation  from  this  con- 
dition is  not  possessed,  and  cannot  be  secured  by  any  living  man. 
Well,  is  this  salvation  conferred  in  a  future  state  ?    No,  because 
Universalism  does  not  admit  that  nren  are  exposed  in  another  world. 
It  is  a  fundamental  proposition  of  the  system  which  ray  friend  ad- 
vocates, that  there  is  no  moral  evil  in  a  future  world,  to  which  men 
are  exposed,  and  from  which  they  need  be  delivered.    Moreover,  if 
the  gentleman  should  succeed  in  proving  that  all  men  will  be  finally 
holy  and  happy,  that  holiness  and  happiness ^vfonXd  not  result  from 
salvation,  nor  would  it  be  salvation,  unless  salvation  may  be  en- 
joyed independent  of  the  gospel.     He  does  not  believe  men  were 
ever  lost,  in  respect  to  their  final  condition  :  hence  that  condition  of 
final  happiness  for  which  he  contends,  is  in  no  sense  a  gospel  ben- 
efit.    Salvation  is  not  effected  here,  because  our  state  of  exposure 
to  sin  continues  during  life — it  is  not  effected  in  the  future  worlds 
because  there  men  are  not  in  a  condition  in  which  they  are  exposed 
to  sin  and  misery ;  final  holiness  and  happiness  is  not  salvation, 
for  the  reason  that  men  were  never  lost,  in  respect  to  their  final 
state.     Here,  then,  on  Mr.  Austin's  own  principles  of  definition  and 
interpretation,  his  salvation  oozes  out — is  filtered  away — and  van- 
ishes into  smoke. 


-**  M  the  Tapor  flies. 


DicpMMd  by  licht«*(  blasts,  and  leaves  bo  trace  behind." 

My  respected  auditors,  what  do  you  now  think  of  my  negative 
argument,  founded  on  the  fact  that  there  is  no  salvation  in  Univer- 
salism ?  Is  it  not  sound  and  unanswerable  ?  And  what  do  yon 
think  of  the  salvation  taught  by  Universalism,  and  defended  by  tha 


1*8  then  otdy^  that  the  imposition  sought  to  be  palmed  ol 
ligious  public,  appears  in  its  true  li^ht.     The  more 
tempts  to  define  this  salvation,  the  more  indefinite  it  a 
when  the  task  is  nearest  done,  the  mind  is  fixed  with  a 
gazing  OH  emptiness.      Is  such  a  salvation  worthy  t 
attention  of  intelligent  minds  ?    Will  you  bewilder  you 
such  a  chimera — such  a  moon-struck  reverie  ?    Will  yi 
your  dearest  interests,  by  pursuing  such  a  "  Jack  oMani 
tion — which  recedes  from  you  the  more  you  approaci: 
you  a  better — one  you  can  explain,  see,  feel,  and  kn* 
have  it — the  present  and  abiding  sense  of  God's  pari 
and  the  inward  enjoyment  of  the  first  fruits  of  a  gk 
venly  inheritance.    As  for  this  salvation  of  Universali 
not  what  is  become  of  it.*' 

I  have  now  answered  nine  of  Mr.  Austin's  affirmative 
These  arguments  are  founded  on  the  intention — desire— 
— lave — vnll— justice — and  foreknowledge  of  (Jod,  togetl 
deductions  from  the  Divine  Paternity ^  and  the  fulfillmeti 
by  Christ.  I  have  shown  these  arguments  to  be  unsoi 
premises,  or  sophistical  in  their  conclusions — that  the) 
sistent  with  the  government  of  God,  and  that  most  of  t 
from  sustaining  Universalism,  do  even  refute  the  prop( 
were  brought  to  establish.  And  now,  as  something  ha 
much  will  be  said,  concerning  the  Divine  attributes, 
ceed  to  state  some  principles  and  facts,  which  cannot  fa 
subject  in  its  true  light,  before  the  audience. — [  Time  ex 
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sin  aYid  death.    He  declares  Mercy  is  not  an  Attribute  of  God, 
nor  Justice^  nor  Foreknowledge  ! 

Mr.  Holmcs. — ^Foreknowledge  is  not.    Knowledge  is. 

Mr.  Austin. — And  thus  he  seeks  to  overthrow  the  chief  argu- 
ments I  have  introduced,  by  undermining  the  Attributes  of  the 
Most  High,  on  which  they  are  built.    Realizing  the  deep  convic- 
tion wrought  upon  the  minds  of  the  audience  bv  the  argument 
from  the  Foreknowledge  of  God,  he  renews  his  feeble  attack  upon 
it.     In  doing  this,  he  has  not  hesitated  to  trample  under  his  feet 
the  first  principles  of  reason.     He  asserts  that  the  fact  that  God 
Foresees  and  Foreknows  a  certain  event,  db«  not  make  it  necesso' 
ry  or  certain  it  will  take  place ! ! !     Here  is  a  specimen  of  Evan- 
l^^elical  logic — a  specimen  of  the  reasoning  hy  which  our  partial- 
ist  neighbors  are  seeking  to  perpetuate  their  inconsistent  doc- 
trines r    Is  the  man  blind !   Or  does  he  imagine  the  audience  and 
the  world  have  thrown  away  their  common  sense ! !     How  could 
my  friend  summon  the  courage  to  insult  the  understandings  of 
men.  by  a  statement  so  absurd !     It  is  the  most  simple  and  self- 
evident  dictate  of  reason,  that  if  God  foreknows  a  thing  will  be 
done,  it  is  conclusive  ^roof  it  will  take  place.    He  foresees  and 
foreknows  it,  because  it  is  CERTAIN  it  will  transpire.    Were  it 
not  for  this  certainty^  it  could  not  be  foreknown.    All  eternity  Ts 
simply  NOW,  with  Jehovah.     For  him  to  foreknow  an  event, 
makes  it  as  certain,  as  it  will  be  when  it  has  transpired.     What- 
ever Go^fore^es^  it  is  to  him  as  much  ^present  object,  as  that  is 
to  man  which  he  now  actually  sees.     We  do  not  any  more  cer- 
tainly hiow  the  sun  shines,  when  we  bee  its  light  at  mid-day, 
than  he  foreknows  whatever  will  transpire  throughout  eternity. 
If  any  human  beings  will  be  miserable  forever,  God  must  have 
foreseen  that  such  fate  awaited  them,  when  he  created  them.     And 
voluntary  ushering  them  into  existence,  under  the  light  of  this 
foreknowledge,  he  must  have  formed  them  for  that  express  end! 
These  facts  are  self-evident.    Hence  we  maintain  that  not  a  crea- 
ture God  has  formed  will  become  forever  miserable.    A  being 
possessing  the  moral  perfections  attributed  to  Jehovah — ^Benevo- 
lence, Goodness,  Love — would  not,  and  could  not,  form  a  sentient 
being,  when  he  foreknew  that  such  a  doom  awaited  it.     The  truth 
is,  in  every  logical  and  enlightened  mind,  the  only  choice  is  be- 
tween pure  Ca/i;int577i  and  pure  Universcdism .' — ^between  Election 
and  Reprobation,  and  the  Final  Salvation  of  all  men ! ! 

The  anecdote  of  the  quack  physician  who  was  *^  death  on  fits," 
was  of  course  calculated  to  raise  a  laugh  from  a  few  thoughtless 
youth  and  children.  But  to  the  reflecting  portion  of  the  audience, 
who  perceived  the  object  of  its  introduction,  it  manifested  deep 
irreverence  of  God,  and  took  the  form  of  a  solemn  mockery  of  the 
great  plans  he  has  adopted  for  the  extinction  of  sin  and  ^i^X^V- 
•dness  in  bis  Universe  J    As  to  the  representalion  XkaX  %ACO^tv% 
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wnicli  we  look  m  vain,  in  the  light  of  an  o 
Even  m  nd.cule,  if  he  cannot  be  persuaded  to 
manner,  I  hope  my  friend  will  sl.'^l  continue  1 
mentous  truth,  that  "God  is  death  on  sTn  '  " 

My  argument  on  the  Will  of  God  has  exc, 

mv  opponent.     It«  premises  are  60und~hs  del 

whole  weight  8o  irresistible  in  defence  of  Un 

hat  he  is^sheartened  at  the  outse  of  bis  a.ier 

Hi8  first  effort,  as  usual  iv-ho,.  i.-  k        ""  a"et 

Birive  to  oe  a  little  more  respectful,  at  least  fn, 
sake  and,  throwing  aside  the  boy's  resort  o  ca 
buckle  on  his  armor  for  sober  wn/k  i„I  ^■ 
before  him  to  occupy  his  aitenTion  .J,^^*"'^  ^ii 
stones  and  dirt  atTs  opp'oS"'  "*"°"'  ^"^"^ 
tie  says  I  assume  the  wnH  WJii  *>.«« 

intrf     Vxr^^r I..-       ."^°"?;     ^"  this  djSCUSSIO] 
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The  Elder  asserts  that  my  defimtions  of  the  meaning  of  the 
word  Will,  are  all  arbitrarily  framed,  with  direct  reference  to  tKe 
principles  of  Uniyersalism,  and  in  contradiction  to  acknowledged 
standards,  both  literary  and  theological.  Poor  man !  In  this  he 
has  again  fallen  into  a  sad  blunder,  as  will  «oon  be  manifest. 
All  these  assertions  are  alike  groundless.  My  definition  of  God's 
Will,  is  framed  in  express  reference  to  ^nrfA— drawn  distinctly 
from  the  philology  of  the  word,  and  from  its  scripture  usage.  As 
to  acknowledged  standards,  my  views  agree  perfectly  with  lexi- 
cons and  dictionaries,  for  which  my  friend  has  so  great  love,  as 
will  be  evident  in  a  few  moments.  For  reasons  wnich  must  be 
apparent  to  the  discerning,  I  did  not  complete  my  argument  from 
the  Will  of  God,  when  it  was  first  introduced.  I  was  anxious  to 
have  the  Elder  make  a  display  of  his  critical  abilities  before  I  en- 
tered more  fully  into  that  argument.  This  display  having  now 
been  made,  though  in  a  manner  that  can  but  excite  our  pity  and 
sympathy  for  the  perplexed  condition  of  my  opponent,  I  shall 
now  proceed  to  conclude  the  argument ;  and  then  if  he  can  inval- 
idate it,  he  shall  be  welcome  to  do  so.  Allow  me,  however,  to 
allude  a  moment  to  his  declaration,  that  I  have  come  here  with 
my  arguments  all  wirlten  dovm,  and  then  reading  them  upon  *^  the 
gadlop,"  as  he  chastely  styles  my  method  of  speaking.  Why 
should  my  friend  charge  me  with  that  of  which  he  is  himself 
guilty  ?  There  is  not  a  person  attending  this  debate,  who  does 
not  know  that  the  Elder  has  read  quite  as  much,  if  not  more,  from 
his  written  arguments,  than  I  have.  Who  does  not  remember 
his  long,  prosy  readings  from  manuscripts  laboriously  prepared 
before-hand,  and  even  from  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  to 
the  evident  advantage  of  those  of  the  audience  who  were  dispo- 
sed to  indulge  in  drowsiness.  It  will  not  be  doubted  by  our  hear- 
ers, that  I  have  spoken  extemporaneously  in  as  great  a  proportion, 
as  my  friend  opposite. 

In  his  halting  notice  of  my  argument  from  the  Will  of  God, 
Elder  Holmes  has  exposed  more  weak  points  than  I  even  antici- 
pated, although  I  was  expecting  a  great  failure  in  that  direction. 
He  acknowledged  that  if  I  had  stated  my  premises  correctly,  viz. 
in  relation  to  the  nature  of  God's- Will,  I  had  obtained  my  case. 
This  is  undoubtedly  true.  On  the  correctness  of  my  premises,  I 
place  my  dependence  for  the  strength  of  my  argument.  And  my 
prendses  are,  that  Jehovah's  Will — ^whatever  its  nafwrtf ;  whether 
a  Will  of  desire  or  of  determination — must  in  all  cases,  be  ulti- 
mately fulfilled,  to  the  very  letter.  From  these  premises,  I  draw 
.the  conclusion,  that  as  God  has  expressly  declared  he  *^  WILL 
have  ALL  MEN  to  be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth'' — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.) — all  men  will  thus  be  saved,  "in  the  ful- 
ness of  times.''  My  opponent  contends  that  in  the  passage  quo- 
ted, Grod's  Will  is  a  will  of  desire,  of  benevolence.  Aflowing 
this,  it  would  not  help  his  case  in  the  slightest  degree.     With  a 
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settle  this  point,  by  asserting,  that  *^  what  hn 
even  that  he  doeth !  !'^ — (Job.  xxiii.  13.)         i 

While,  therefore,  so  far  as  the  strenrth  of  ri 
cemed,  it  can  make  no  difference  whetner  thv 
Tim.  ii.  4,  is  a  Will  of  desire  or  of  absolute  d 
maintain  it  is  a  Will  of  determination.    I  tak« 
because  this  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  word  ii 
supporting  this  position,  I  meet  and  accept  tli 
friend,  to  show  that  God^s  will  in  this  case  is 
tion !    Before  proceeding  to  this  work,  allow  i 
anecdote,  of  which  I  am  strongly  reminded  by 
friend  on  this  subject.     Soon  after  Rey.  Joiui  I 
menced  preaching  the  doctrine  of  the  world^s  ft 
cester,  MaM.,  an  orthodox  clergyman,  with  a  y 
ing  that  sentiment,  took  for  his  text  on  a  certaii 
ii.  4.    After  reading  the  passage,  he  introducec 
the  following  words :   ^*  My  friends,  St.  Paul  a 
that  God,  '  WILL  have  all  mxn  to  be  saved, 
knowledge  of  the  truth,^  But  it  will  be  the  obje< 
to  show  you  that  God  WILL  NOT  have  all  mc 
This  was  plain  work.    His  audience  were  pre] 
mistake  of  St.  Paul  rectified !     My  friend^s  wo 
nature.    The  Apostle  declares  Grod  will  have  al 
— Elder  Holmes  stoutly  contends  that  God  will 
to  be  saved !     Of  course,  if  the  Elder  is  right,  St 
a  flat  FALSEHOOD  ! ! ! 

Perhaps  there  are  few  instances  where  the  ] 
more  widely  misled  by  those  clergymen  who  cl 
ered  orthodox,  than  in  atti    '  "         " 


OH    ^NITERSAL   fALVATIOK.  269 

icons  or  Dictionaries  made  by  fedlible  men  who  are  influenced  by 
their  peculiar  religious  views.  But  to  please  my  opponent,  I 
will  consult  the  Lexicon  in  regard  to  the  wor&  mentioncMl.  Rob- 
inson^ s  Greek  Lexicon  eires  their  primary  meaning  as  follows: 
*^  Thdema — sDoken  of  PURPOSE,  design,  intention. ^^  He  gives 
as  an  example  of  the  use  of  the  word  in  this  sense,  1  Cor.  i.  1 
— <^  Paul,  called  to  be  an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  through  the 
will  Ithelemaios]  of  (xod,^' — ^i.  e.  through  the  purpose,  the  deter" 
mination  of  God.  Robinson  also  gives  us  another  shade  of  the 
meaning  of  Tkelema — ^^  The  sense  of  command,  order,  direction" 
— and  quotes  in  illustration,  John  v.  30—*^  I  seek  not  my  own 
will,  [thelemtki^  but  the  will  {thelema\  of  the  Father  whicn  hath 
sent  me." 

It  is  true  Robinson  gives  one  of  the  shades  of  meaning  of  these 
words,  as  indicating,  ^^  to  desire" — ^^  to  wish."    But  it  is  a  remark- 
able fact,  that  in  every  passage  of  scripture  quoted  to  illustrate 
this  meaning,  the  one  who  wuhis  or  desires^  is  not  God^  but  some 
subordinate  being.    Mark  the  fact,  that  according  to  this  Lexi- 
con, whenever  and  wherever  thelema^  or  either  of  these  words^ 
means  *^to  desire,"  or  ^^to  wish,"  it  is  not  applied  to  Crod,  but 
to  some  created  being.     The  instances  cited  by  Elder  Holmes 
himself,  fully  sustain  this  position.     **  When  Herod  saw  Jesus,  he 
was  exceeding  glad :  for  he  was  destrotis  [thrion]  to  see  him  of  a 
long  season." — (Luke  xxxiii.  8.)     *^  I  desire  iethdon]  to  be  pres^ 
ent  with  you  now." — (Gala.  iv.  20.)    "  Ajid  he  said  unto  her,  [the 
mother  of  Zebedee's  children,]  what  wilt  \tKdei$\  thou  ?"— (Matt. 
XX.  21.)     In  each  of  these  cases,  it  will  be  seen  it  is  Herod,  Paul, 
the  Mother,  that  desires,  and  not  Croo!     In  no  instance  in  the 
Bible,  does  thelema,  or  corresponding  words,  when  used  in  refer- 
ence to  God's  Will,  signify  simply,  desire^  or  wish.    In  all  cases 
where  it  stands  for  the  Will  of  Jehovah,  its  meaning  is,  purpose 
—-design — ^intention — determination.    Let  me  give  a  few  samples 
— ^^  I  came  down  from  Heaven,  not  to  do  mme  own  will,  [m«/e- 
oks,}  but  the  Will  [theUmd]  of  him  that  sent  me." — (John  vi.  38.) 
''  Paul,  an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  by  the  Will  [thdematosl  of 
God."---<Colos.  i.  1.)    I''  Who  gave  himself  for  our  sins^  that  he 
might  deliver  us  from  this  present  evil  world,  according  to  the 
Will  ItheUma}  of  God  and  our  Father,"— <CW-  i-  ^)     "That  ye 
may  prove  what  is  Uiat  good,  and  acceptable,  and  oei^eot  [thele^ 
ma]  will  of  God." — (Rom.  xii.  2.)     "  Therefore  hath  he  mercy  on 
whom  he  Will  [tkelei']  have  mercy,  and  whom  he  Will  Itfidei]  he 
hardeneth." — (Rom.  ix.  18.) 

In  all  cases,  (and  scores  of  like  character  might  be  quoted,) 
where  the  Will  of  God  evidently  signifies  his  purpose---de6ign — 
intention — a  similar  word  is  used  to  that  in  1  Tim.  ii.  4--^d 
*^  WILL  [theleil  have  all  men  to  be  saved."  Indeed  the  scriptures 
know  of  no  other  Will  of  God,  but  his  Will  ol  deitTmituUifm ! 
Hence  I  j^ronounce  the  crUiciam  of  my  {riend^  to  >^  %Xi>ii^^ 


nt  tlds  is  labor  lost  on  the  part  of  my  ojp 
ken  no  sach  position ;  and  it  is  but  ridicul 
gine  I  could  commit  so  great  a  blunder, 
where  reference  is  had  to  the  will  of  man,  t] 
meaning  of  desire  or  icish.  But  I  maintain  th 
and  like  words,  are  used  in  reference  to  Godf 
nify  a  Mrill  of  determination!  My  opponei 
this  position.  He  cannot  riye  a  single  exam; 
meaning  can  attach  to  the  Will  of  Jehovah. 

With  a  blindness  truly  astonishing,  my  friei 
ture,  to  show  that  God^s  Will  is  not  always  ai 
ppse  he  had  succeeded  in  this  most  reasonM 
dertaking,  what  would  have  been  the  result  ? 
that  he  would  have  made  the  Bible  CONTB 
language  can  be  more  positive,  than  the  decU 
word,  as  already  repeatedly  quoted,  that  Go 
in  heaven  and  upon  earth  .^'  Hence,  if  the  I 
the  Most  High,  it  cannot  in  any  place,  assert 
Will  is  not  done  in  earth  and  heaven !  Thii 
tempt,  and  I  fear  it  will  not  be  the  last,  in  i 
has  recklessly  stnved  to  make  scripture  ove 
scripture,  and  cause  the  Deity  to  deny  in  one 
emphatically  asserted  in  another !  The  pass 
Elder,  when  correctly  understood,  in  no  sense 
doctrine  that  Jehovah's  will  is  always  accom 
fail  to  see  this,  who  take  the  slightest  pain 
tween  the  Will  of  God,  as  it  respects  man^s  p 
vanity,  and  his  Will  in  regard  to  the  ultimi 
creatures!'!  -    *  *^. 
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Will  of  the  Omnipotent  Creator,  is  not  perfectly  accomplished  in 
all  possible  cases : 

The  Elder's  critical  efforts  have  totally  failed,  on  this  subject. 
They  serve  but  to  blind  and  mislead  those  who  place  the  slight- 
est confidence  in  them.  The  argument  stands  untouched,  in  all 
it.<  irresistible  strength.  It  is  God's  Will— his  purpose— his  DE- 
TERMINATION— that  all  men  shall  be  saved,  and  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  truth !  Christ  came  to  do  this  Will,  and  jfinish 
this  work— ^^Lo!  I  come  to  DO  thy  Will,  O  God,"— (Heb.  x.  9.) 
"Jesus  saith  unto  them.  My  meat  is  to  DO  the  Will  of  him  that 
sent  mc,  and  to  finish  his  work." — (John  iv.  34.)  No  power  in 
earth  or  heaven  can  prevent  the  accomplishment  of  this  Will. 
**He  doeth  according  to  his  Will  in  the  army  of  heaven,  and 
among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth;  and  none  can  stay  his  hand, 
or  say  unto  him,  what  doest  thou  ?" — (Dan.  iv.  35.)  The  argu- 
ment is  complete.  It  establishes  the  affirmative  of  the  question 
beyond  a  doubt. 

1  now  proceed  to  my  Thirteenth  Argument,  drawn  from 

THE  MISSION  OF  CHRIST. 
Proposition. — 1.  The  work  which  God  gave  his  Son  to  accomplish,  was  the 
■alTatioQ  of  all  mankind.    2.  Christ  will  complete  the  woik  hf  undertook  to  per- 
lorm. 

Proof. — 1.  The  work  which  God  gave  his  Son  to  accomplish, 
was  the  salvation  of  all  mankind.  That  there  was  some  clearly 
defined  and  distinct  Work  committed- to  Christ,  by  the  Father,  in 
his  Mediatorial  Mission,  is  self-evident.  Neither  an  intelligent 
God,  nor  an  intelligent  Savior,  could  act  in  any  case,  without  a 
motive,  nor  without  a  plan.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  Jesus  was 
ignorant,  either  of  the  nature,  or  the  extent,  of  the  work  he  came 
to  do.  He  could  not  have  come  to  make  an  effort,  knowing  noth- 
ing of  the  character  or  limit  of  his  enterprise,  or  of  the  degree  of 
success  that  awaited  him.  That  Christ  took  upon  himself  a  spe- 
cific work,  which  he  well  understood,  is  evident  from  his  descrip- 
tion of  the  object  of  his  mission,  as  well  as  the  declarations  of  his 
Apostles.  Listen  to  Christ's  own  testimony  :  "  I  came  not  to  judge 
the  world,  but  to  save  the  world. ^' — (John  xii.  47.)  "  The  Son 
of  Man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which  was  /o«f." — (Luke 
xix.  10.)  "God  sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world  to  condemn  the 
world ;  but  that  the  world  through  him  might  be  saved." — (John 
iii.  17.)  John  the  Baptist  entertained  the  same  views  of  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  Chrisfs  work  :  "  Behold  the  Lamb  of  God, 
which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world." — (John  i.  29.) 

The  testimony  of  the  Apostles  on  this  subject,  agrees  perfectly 
with  that  already  given.     "  We  have  seen,  and  do  testify,  that 
the  Father  sent  the  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  t/ie  iDOTld:' — ^^"iOcvw 
iv.  14.)    ''For  it  pleased  the  Father,  that  \u  Yv\m  VC^VTVfX^  \^o>3\^ 
all  fulness  dwell:  And  having  made  peace  t\iTo\iL|^\\  V\i^  Woo^ ' 
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his  cross,  by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself ;  by  him, 
I  say,  whether  they  be  things  in  earth,  or  things  in  heaven/' — 
(Colos.  i.  19,  20.)  "  All  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  reconciled 
us  to  himself  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  unto  us  the  minis- 
try of  reconciliation,  to  wit ;  That  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling 
THE  WORLD  uuto  himself,  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them.'^ 
— (2  Cor.  V.  18,  19,)  Not  reconciling  God  unto  the  trorW,  as  the 
Methodist  creed  has  it  !* 

From  this  testimony  we  learn  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  work 
Christ  took  upon  himself  to  perform.  It  was  to  take  away  th« 
Sin  of  the  wmd — ^to  reconcile  all  men  to  God — to  save  the  entire 
race  of  man  f  Mark  ]  the  testimony  is  not  that  Christ  came  to 
make  an  effort  to  take  away  the  Sin  of  the  World — ^to  try  to  re- 
concile allto  God — ^to  make  it  possible  for  all  to  be  saved — to  make 
offers  of  salvation  to  the  world.  But  the  language  is  positive — 
he  came  actually  to  reconcile  and  save  all  men ! ! 

2.  Christ  will  COMPLETE  the  Work  he  undertook  to  perform. 
Is  it  really  necessary  in  the  presence  of  this  enlightened  audience, 
to  enter  into  an  argument  to  sustain  this  proposition  '^  Is  it  not 
necessary,  as  one  of  the  first  things  requisite  to  a  correct  view  of 
Christ,  and  to  cherishing  a  true  Gospel  faith,  to  believe  him  a 
verfect  Savior  ? — i.  e.,  one  perfectly  AJBLE  to  perform  the  work 
ne  came  to  do  ? 

If  Christ  does  not  succeed  in  saving  all  men— the  work  his  Fa- 
ther gave  him  to  do — it  will  be  either  because  he  cannot  do  it,  or 
will  not  do  it.  This  position  is  frequently  presented  in  a  concise 
form,  as  follows : — Jesus  either-r-1.  CAN  save  all  men,  but  WILL 
NOT!  which  is  Calvinism.  Or,  2.  He  WOULD  save  all,  but 
CANNOT !  which  is  Arminianism,  Or,  3.  He  CAN  and  WILL 
save  all ! !  which  is  Universalism  !  The  first  destroys  the  oood- 
KEss  of  the  Savior — the  second  robs  him  of  his  power — ^the  third 
ascribes  to  him  all  goodness  and  power,  and  makes  him  a  PER- 
FECT Redeemer ;  aoundai^tly  competent  to  the  work  he  came  to 
do,  and  inAnitely  worthy  of  the  God  who  sent  him  to  complete  it. 
The  audience  must  take  one  of  these  three  propositions.  As  be- 
ines  accountable  to  Grod  for  the  right  exercise  of  their  reason, 
which  will  they  adopt  ? 

My  opponent  cannot  place  himself  on  the  fir^  proposition,  for 
that  would  drive  him  to  Calvinistic  grounds.  He  has  assured  us 
he  is  not  a  Calvinist,  although  we  have  repeatedly  seen  he  has 
taken  positions  which  are  nothing  less  than  genuine  Calvinism. 
He  is  compelled  to  take  the  second  proposition — that  Jesus  would 
save  all  men,  but  cannot.    This  makes  him  an  imperfect  Savior. 

*  ProfeMor  Stnart  says  in  refard  to  tuch  phraces  as  ^*  creatures  iu  heaven,  and  oo 
•arth,"  and  **  thiofs  in  hearen  and  earth" — ^Things  in  heaven,  earth,  and  under 
the  earth,  is  a  common  periphrasis  of  the  Hebrew  and  New  Testament  writers,  for 
the  Vidrw—."'-'Lttten  to  Chamdng. 
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II  robs  him  of  his  power^  and  leayes  him  weak  and  inefficient — 
m  rery  good  Redeemer  so  far  as  his  dcsirt  extends  ^  but  exceed- 
ingly feeble  in  respect  to  means  and  resources  to  perform  his  much 
needed  work !  It  represents  him  as  having  undertaken  what  is 
bejond  his  at^ility.  He  has  announced  before  all  Heaven  and 
£arth,  that  he  came  to  accomplish  an  enterprise,  which,  it  turns 
out,  according  to  my  friend's  representation,  was  entirely  beyond 
bis  reach  and  his  means !  Did  he  know  he  could  not  save  all, 
hefore  he  commenced  the  work  ?  He  must  have  foreseen  this ! 
If  he  will  thus  fail,  then  why  announce  that  he  came  to  do  it  ? 
It  is  a  FALSE  PRETENCE  to  declare  we  are  going  to  do  a  thine  we 
cannot ! !  I  beg  all  to  remember  that  the  advocates  of  endless 
punishment  virtually  put  this  FALSE  PRETENCE  in  the  mouth 
of  Jesus. 

Again :  Did  God  know  that  Christ  cannot  save  all  ?  He  must 
have  foreseen  this,  if  such  is  the  fact.  Then  why  did  he  send 
him  to  save  all  ?  Why  send  his  Son  to  accomplish  an  enterprize 
that  he  KNEW,  and  the  Son  KNEW,  never  could  be  accompli^ed// 
On  the  other  hand,  did  God  really  believe — did  Christ  actuaUy  ex- 
pect that  he  would  succeed  in  saving  all  men  ?  Then,  if  all  are 
not  finally  saved,  both  were  MISTAKEN ! !  both  DISAPPOINT- 
ED!! !  Yes !  according  to  the  Methodist  doctrine,  the  great  Je- 
hovah, and  Jesus  who  stands  at  his  Right  Hand,  both  were  <fe- 
teived  and  deluded — both  led  astray  with  the  vain  expectation  that 
Christ  could  restore  a  lapsed  world  to  holiness  and  neaven,  when 
he  could  not ! !  How  can  those  who  entertain  this  belief,  have 
any  enlightened  faith  or  confidence  in  Grod  or  in  Christ ! ! 

If  the  Redeemer  is  not  able  to  accomplish  for  the  human  race, 
all  that  he  came  to  do,  then  he  is  subject  to  his  own  keen  censure, 
in  his  language  respecting  the  householder :  *^  Which  of  you,  in- 
tending to  build  a  tower,  sitteth  not  down  first,  and  counteth  the 
cost,  whether  he  hath  sufficient  to  finish  it  ?  Lest  haply,  after 
he  hath  laid  the  foundation,  and  is  not  able  to  finish  it,  all  that 
behold  it,  begin  to  mock  him,  saying.  This  man  began  to  build, 
and  was  not  able  to  finish/' — (Luke  xiv.  28-30.)  I  maintain  that 
the  folly  and  short-sightednes  of  this  builder,  is  charged  upon 
Christ,  by  those  who  declare  that  he  will  not  succeed  in  saving  ■ 
all  men,  the  enterprize  he  undertook  to  complete.  According  to 
this  doctrine,  he  commenced  a  work  without  counting  the  cost ! 
He  *^laid  the  foundation"' — i.  e.,  he  entered  the  world,  labored, 
bled  and  died — but  is  not  able  to  finish  the  work !  A  work  too, 
infinitely  more  important  than  building  a  tower — even  the  eter- 
nal salvation  of  countless  multitudes  of  souls !  I  Suppose  the 
lan|[uage  of  the  Savior  should  be  paraphrased  as  follows :  *^  What. 
Savior,  intending  to  reconcile  the  world  to  God,  sitteth  not  down 
first,  and  counteth  the  cost,  whether  he  hath  sufficient  power  and 
resoorces  to  finish  such  a  work  ?  Lest  haply  after  he  hath  com- 
laeaced  it,  and  b  not  able  to  finish  it,  all  the  anf^eiA  NvYko  Wg^ii^ 
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the  proceeding,  would  cry  out  in  amazement,  this  Redeemer  be- 
gan the  work  of  saving  the  world,  and  was  not  able  to  finish  it !  !*' 
Who  make  such  a  paraphrase  applicable  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth  t 
I  assert  emphatically,  it  is  my  opponent,  and  that  class  who  insist 
that  he  C-AJ^NOT  save  the  world  he  came  to  save !  [  I  go  far- 
ther, and  insist  that  all  such  doubters,  can  entertain  no  true  ros- 
pel  FAITH  in  Jesus.  They  cannot  in  any  proper  sense,  be  called 
Mievers  in  Christ.  The  first  thing  requisite  to  a  genuine  beiief  in 
the  Redeemer,  is,  that  he  possesses  the  power  to  fulfil  all  his  func- 
tions as  Savior  of  the  world ! ! 

I  lay  it  down  as  one  of  the  most  plain  and  self-evident  truths 
of  the  gospel,  that  Jesus  is  abundantly  ABLE  to  complete  the 
work  his  Father  gave  him  to  do — ^to  reconcile  and  save  all  man- 
kind. The  scriptures  declare  that  Jesus  shall  "  see  of  the  travail 
of  his  soul,  and  shall  be  SATISFIED."— (Isa.  liii.  11.)  How  can 
this  be  truly  said  of  Christ,  if  he  does  not  succeed  in  saving  all 
he  came  to  save  '^  What !  blessed  Redeemer !  Thou,  so  fml  of 
love  and  compassion  for  fallen  man,  as  to  shed  thy  blood  for  all 

^Thou  who  came  to  lead  all  earth's  children  back  to  the  Throne 

of  their  Father  and  thy  Father— Thou  SATISFIED,  with  rescu- 
ing here  and  there,  ONE !  while  the  great  mass  for  whom  thy 
blood  flowed,  are  deluded  and  led  down  to  eternal  blasphemy  and 
woe,  by  the  Great  Adversary  of  man ! !  SATISFIED  with  suck 
an  issue  of  the  sublime  and  glorious  work  thou  didst  undertake ! ! ! 
Impossible  !     Impossible ! ! 

The  Reign  of  Christ  is  not  confined  to  this  life.  It  but  cowunen' 
ce$  here.  It  is  continued  in  the  next  world.  Whatever  is  not 
completed  here,  he  will  finish  hereafUr.  There  are  many  passa- 
ges which  might  be  quoted,  showing  that  Chrisf  s  Mediatorial 
Kingdom  extends  to  the  future  existence,  and  that  he  reigns  over 
the  souls  of  men  who  enter  there,  and  will  continue  that  reign, 
until  his  work  is  completed,  and  all  men  are  reconciled  to  God. 
'*  Let  not  your  heart  be  troubled :  ye  believe  in  God,  believe  also 
in  me.  In  my  Father^  house  are  many  mansions :  if  it  were  not 
so,  I  would  have  told  you.  I  go  to  prepare  a  place  for  wm,  A  nd  if 
I  go  and  prepare  a  place  for  you,  I  will  come  again,  and  receive  you 
unto  myself;  that  where  I  am,  there  ye  may  be  also.'^^John 
xiv.  1-3.)  **The  God  of  our  Fathers  raised  up  Jesus,  whom  ye 
slew,  and  hanged  on  a  tree.  Him  hath  God  exalted  with  his  right 
hand,  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Savior,  for  to  give  repentance  to  Is- 
lael,  and  forgiveness  of  sins." — (Acts.  v.  30,  31.)  *^When  he 
[Christ]  ascended  up  on  high,  he  led  captivity  captive,  and  gave 
pifU  unto  men."'  «  «  «  «  «  **  He  [Christ]  that  descended, 
10  the  same  also  that  ascended  up  far  above  all  heavens,  that  he 
mi|;ht  fill  [o/«rote— fulfill,  complete]  all  thinn."— (Eph.  iv.  8^10) 
— 1.  e.,  fulfil  and  complete  the  work  the  Fauer  had  given  him  to 
•MomnLish.  **  For  he  mvst  rein,  till  he  hath  put  all  eatmiee 
underhi§ie§L    The  last  eiMmyUiat  shall  be  destroyed  is  Death. 
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— [He  must  teiga  until  he  has  destroyed  all  enmity,  sin  and 
death,  from  the  nearts  of  the  whole  race  of  man,  whom  he  was 
sent  to  save.]  And  when  all  things  shall  he  subdued  unto  him, 
[all  human  souls  brought  to  love  and  obey  Christ  and  God,]  then 
shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  unto  him  tlmt  put  all  things 
under  him,  that  God  may  be  ALL  in  ALL !" — (1  Cor.  xv.  25-28.) 
Though  the  souls  of  blinded  and  deluded  men,  should  pass  from 
this  life  in  a  sinful  condition,  yet  Christ  will  still  continue  his  do- 
minion oyer  them,  until  they  become  subdued,  melted,  purified, 
and  made  fit  for  the  residence  of  God^s  spirit !  How  valuable, 
how  great,  how  glorious,  the  work  of  the  Redeemer !  How  de- 
lightful to  every  christian  heart,  the  belief  that  he  will  succeed 
in  finishing  it  even  upon  the  last  sinful  wanderer  of  Adam*s 
race! 

The  fact  that  Christ  took  such  a  work  upon  hunself,  as  the  sal- 
vation of  all  men,  is  of  itself,  proof  that  ne  has  ample  power  to 
finish  it.  Wh V  should  he  declare  he  came  to  save  cul,  and  com- 
mence the  work,  unless  he  KNEW  he  had  abundant  means  to  ac- 
complish it  ?  The  scriptures  give  us  the  assurance  that  Jesus 
has  been  invested  with  all  power  to  save  every  being  he  came  to 
save.  ^^  All  power  is  given  unto  me,  in  heaven  and  in  earth.'^ — 
(Matt,  xxviii.  l8.)  '^God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world 
unto  himself."— (2  Cor.  v.  19.)  "My  meat  is  to  do  the  will  of 
him  that  sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work." — (John  iv.  34.)  "  Who 
[Christ,]  shall  change  our  vile  body,  that  it  may  be  fashioned  like 
unto  his  glorious  body,  according  to  the  working  whereby  he 
is  abU  even  to  subdue  ALL  THmGS  unto  himsSf."— (Philip, 
iii.  21.)  ^ 

Here  is  an  amplitude  of  power  at  the  command  of  Christ.  He 
came  to  save  all  men — he  desires  to  save  all — he  has  oot^^er  enough 
to  save  all !  How  can  it  be  said,  he  will  not  do  it  f  Who,  with 
the  least  respect  for  the  scriptures,  for  Christ,  for  Grod,  will  in 
the  face<  of  all  this  overwhelming  testimony,  still  declare  that 
Christ  shall  fail  in  his  great  enterprize — that  he  will  not  save  all 
he  came  to  save — all  tor  whom  he  tasted  death !  Who  DAR£ 
assert  that  the  White  Banner  of  the  Cross  shall  be  trampled  into 
the  dust,  by  the  Arch-Enemy  of  man,  and  the  Son  of  (rod — yea, 
God  himself— driven  from  the  field,  with  but  a  miserable  rem- 
nant of  that  vast  race  of  man  he  purposed  to  save.  Dr.  Adam 
Clarke  could  not  believe  this.  "  Though  all  earth.and  hell  should 
join  to  hinder  the  accomplishment  of  the  great  designs  of  the  Most 
High,  yet  it  shall  be  all  in  vain  /r-'-iDr.  Clarke  on  Matt.  v.  18.) 
We  have  seen  God^s  design  respecting  man  was,  that  alh  should 
he  reconciled  to  himself,  through  Christ — (see  Colos.  i.  19,  20.) 
According  to  Dr.  Clarke,  earth  and  hell  shall  strive  in  vain  to 
prevent  the  accomplishment  of  this  great  design ! !  And  who  will 
dispute  a  declaration  so  self-evident  ? 
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Duaii  love  me  Liord  tby  trod,  witn  all  my  A 
soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.     This  is  the  firs 
ment.    And  the  second  is  like  nnto  it,  Thoii 
bor  as  thyself.    On  these  two  commandmoi 
and  the  prophets." — (Matt.  xxii.  37-40.)    j 
are  bindmg  on  all  human  beings  !    They  wil 
on  the  entire  race  of  man,  v^hile  their  bell 
whatever  state  of  existence,  in  whatever  % 
they  will  forever  rest  under  the  command,  td 
and  to  love  their  fellow  beings  as  themselvef 
2.  God^s  commands  are  equivalent  to  Pre 
eventually  be  fulfilled.     This  Proposition  is  t 
dictates  of  reason.     The  fact  that  Jehovah  t 
tures  to  **  serve"  him,  and  to  exercise  the  grea 
**  Love"  toward  himself  and  all  their  fellow  b 
is  his  desire,  pleasure,  and  will,  that  all  those 
manded,  shall  yield  obedience.     It  must  be  his 
obeyed.     Shall  not  God^s  pleasure  be  accompl 
will  be  fulfilled — shall  not  his  command  be  obi 
sel  SHALL  stand,  and  I  WILL  do  all  m^r  pie 
10.)     '•''  He  doeth  according  to  his  will  in  tl 
and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth ;  am 
hand,  or  say  unto   him.   What  doest  thou 
Whenever  the  Law>maker  or  Ruler  issues  e 
will  cause  it  to  be  fulfilled,  if  he  has  the  di 
and  the  power  to  do  so.     Do  not  human  govi 
manders  of  armies,  cause  their  mandates  to  b( 
tent  of  their  power  ?     And  if  possessed  of  sufi 
they  not  cause  all  to  yield  obedience  1    Thal< 
fxisition  to  be  obevpH  i"  *»'" ' 


I 
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^ig^U  [yea,  it  is  his  duty  as  the  Great  Parent  of  all  the  world,] 
to  cause  his  creatures  in  due  time,  to  yield  obedience  to  his  com- 
mand, and  love  and  serve  him,  and  love  one  another. 

Has  Deity  the  Power  to  enforce  his  commandments  1  To  con- 
tend that  he  has  not  this  Power,  is  to  contend  that  he  is  not  God 
— ^that  he  is  imperfect — that  he  is  lacking  in  ability,  resources  and 
skill,  to  conduct  the  aflfairs  of  his  government !  1  maintain  that 
God  is  ABLE — ^abundantly,  infinitely  ABLE— to  bring  all  into  obe- 
dience to  his  commandments.  The  simple  fact  that  he  issued 
them,  indicates  ability  to  cause  them  to  be  obeyed  !  Or  why  issue 
them  ?  The  scriptures  emphatically  declare  that  God  has  this 
ability.  ^*  0  Lord  God  of  our  Fathers,  art  not  thou  God  in  Hea- 
ven ?  and  Rulest  not  thou  over  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  Heathen  1 
and  in  thy  hand  is  there  not  POWER  and  MIGHT,  so  that  none 
is  able  to  withstand  thee  V" — (2  Chron.  xx.  6.)  The  Creator  has 
power  to  do  whatever  he  pleases  with  his  creatures — "  For  the 
scripture  saith  unto  Pharaoh,  Even  for  this  purpose  have  I  raised 
thee  up,  that  I  might  show  my  POWER  in  thee,  and  that  my 
name  might  be  declared  throughout  all  the  earth.  *  ♦  *  * 
Nay  but,  0  man,  who  art  thou  that  repliest  against  God  ?  Shall 
the  thin^  formed,  say  to  him  that  formed  it.  Why  hast  thou  made 
me  thus  i  Hath  not  the  potter  POWER  over  the  clay,  of  the  same 
lump,  to  make  one  vessel  unto  honor,  and  another  unto  dishon- 
or?"—(Rom.  ix.  17-20.) 

God  thus  has  the  power  to  enforce  his  commandments,  and  to 
cause  all  men  to  love  and  serve  him,  and  love  one  another ! ! 
Will  he  not  exert  his  power  and  bring  his  creatures  to  yield  this 
desirable  obedience  1  I  hope  my  opponent  will  not  deny  that  God 
will  eventually  do  this !  I  beseech  him  for  his  own  reputation — 
for  the  love  of  Christianity— for  the  honor  of  God — not  to  take 
this  ^ound !  Do  not,  my  brother  for  the  sake  of  sustaining  a 
favorite  theory — and  such  a  theory  too ;  so  cold,  so  cheerless,  so 
unpromising,  so  gloomy  and  terrible — do  not  cast  a  disparagement 
so  dishonorable  and  awful  on  the  character  of  the  holiest  and 
best  of  beings,  the  "  God  of  Love,"  as  to  maintain  that  he  WILL 
NOT  bring  all  his  children,  in  the  fulness  of  times,  to  love  and 
serve  him,  and  become  knit  together  in  love  for  one  another,  when 
he  has  an  infinite  abundance  of  POWDER  to  do  so  ?  Would  it 
not  be  absolute  and  fearful  BLASPHEMY  to  utter  a  thought  so 
abhorrent ! ! ! 

Thus  God  has  commanded  all  men  to  love  and  serve  him,  and 
to  love  one  another.  He  is  desirous  of  being  obeyed — it  is  Right 
he  should  be  obeyed — he  has  ample  Power  to  bring  all  to  obe- 
dience. The  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that  aJl  will  in  due  time, 
be  brought  into  a  condition  of  Supreme  Love  and  Perfect  Obe' 
dienceH  The  scriptures  corroborate  this  glorious  conclusion. — 
**  After  those  days,  saith  the  Lord,  I  will  put  my  Law  in  their  in- 
ward parts,  and  write  it  in  their  hearts ',  and  be  their  God,  and 
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they  shall  be  my  people.  And  they  shall  teach  no  more  every 
man  his  neighbor,  and  every  man  his  brother,  sayine,  Know 
the  Lord :  For  they  shall  all  know  me,  from  the  least  of  tnem  unto 
the  greatest  of  them,  saith  the  Lord  :  For  I  will  forgive  their  ini- 
quity, and  will  aemember  their  sin  no  more." — (Jer.  xxxi.  33,  34.) 
This  passage  is  quoted,  not  so  piuch  for  its  Universality,  as  for 
the  fact  it  teaches  that  God  is  able  to  make  men — all  men — 
come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  and  yield  obedience  to  his 
commandments,  whenever  it  pleaseth  him.  **  All  nations  whom 
thou  hast  made,  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord ;  and 
shall  glorify  thy  name.  For  thou  art  great,  and  doeth  wondrous 
things :  Thou  art  God  alone." — (Ps.  Ixxxvi.  9, 10.)  "  I  have  sworn 
by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  riehteousness, 
and  shall  not  return.  That  unto  me  every  knee  shall  bow,  and 
every  tongue  shall  swear.  Surely  shall  say.  In  the  Lord  have  I 
righteousness  and  strength.  Even  to  him  [God]  shall  men  come, 
and  all  that  are  incensed  against  him,  shall  be  ashamed  ."-~<Isa. 
xlv.  23, 24.) 

It  beinff  thus  evident  that  God's  commandments  to  love  him  and 
one  anotner,  will  ultimately  be  obeyed  by  all  men,  these  com- 
mandments become  great  and  precums  PROMISES  of  the  arrival 
of  a  state  of  Universal  Obedience  and  Love ! !  This  will  be  a 
sonsummation  of  God^s  government,  and  Chrisfs  reign,  honorable 
to  the  Creator,  worthy  of  the  Redeemer,  and  infinitely  desirable 
to  angels  and  men ! 

In  support  of  my  position  in  this  Argument,  that  God's  Com- 
mandments are  equivalent  to  Promises,  I  will  introduce  the  testi- 
mony of  one  whose  authority  my  opponent  will  not  doubt — even 
John  Weslet.  In  his  discourse  on  the  Perfection  of  mankind, 
he  says  :  **  There  is  a  very  clear  and  full  promise,  that  we  shall 
all  love  the  Lord  our  God,  with  all  our  hearts.  So  we  read, 
Deut.  XXX.  6. — "  The  Lord  thy  God  will  circumcise  thy  heart,  and 
the  heart  of  thy  seed,  to  Love  the  Lord  thy  Grod,  with  all  thy 
heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul."  ^ually  express  in  the  word  of 
the  Lord,  which  is  no  less  a  Promise,  though  in  the  form  of  a 
COMMAND — *•  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy 
heart,  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  mmd."  No  words  can 
be  more  strong  than  these — no  PROMISE  can  be  more  express ! 
In  like  manner — **  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself,"  is  as 
express  a  PROMISE  as  a  command.  And  indeed,  that  general 
and  urUimiUd  promise  which  runs  through  the  whole  Grospel  Dis- 
pensation— "  I  will  put  my  laws  into  their  minds,  and  write  them 
in  their  hearts,"  turns  all  the  commands  into  PROMISES,  and 
consequently  that  among  the  rest — ^^  Let  this  mind  be  in  you, 
which  was  also  in  Christ  Jesus." — (Phil.  ii.  5.)  The  command 
here,  is  equivalent  to  a  PROMISE,  and  gives  us  full  reason  to 
expect  that  he  will  toork  IN  us,  that  which  he  requires  of  us. 
When  tke  Apostle  says  to  the  Ephesians — "  Ye  have  been  taught 
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by  1dm,  as  the  truth  is  in  Jesas,  to  be  renewed  in  the  spirit  of 
your  mind  ;  and  to  put  on  the  new  man,  which  is  created  after 
the  image  of  Grod,  in  righteousness  and  true  holiness," — (Eph.  ir. 
21--24)----he  leaves  us  no  room  to  doubt  but  God  will  thus  renew 
us  in  the  spirit  of  our  minds,  and  create  us  anew  in  the  image  of 
God,  wherein  we  were  first  created.  The  command  of  God  ffiren 
by  St.  Peter— »^Be  ye  holy,  as  he  that  hath  called  you  is  noly, 
in  all  manner  of  conversation" — (1  Pet.  i.  15.) — impUes  a  PROM- 
ISE that  we  shall  be  thus  holy.  As  God  has  called  us  to  holi- 
ness, he  is  undoubtedly  wilung,  as  well  as  ABLE  to  WORK  this 
holiness  in  us.  For  he  cannot  MOCK  his  helpless  creatures — 
calling  on  them  to  receive  what  he  never  intends  to  ^ve  ! ."' 

In  mese  quotations,  Wesley  fully  endorses  the  position  I  have 
taken,  that  God's  commands^  are  indeed,  promises;  and  Uiat  what* 
ever  he  commands  to  be  done,  is  in  reality  a  promise  that  it  shall 
in  due  time,  be  accomplished.  Wesley  also  corroborates  my  ar- 
gument, that  God  must  eventually  be  obeyed ;  and  that  he  himself 
will  bring  the  human  heart  into  such  a  state  as  he  pleases ;  into 
such  a  condition  as  will  conduce  to  cheerful  obedience.  He  bajb 
there  is  **  no  room  to  doubt,  but  God  will  renew  us  in  the  spirit  of 
our  mind,  and  cretUe  us  anew,  in  the  Image  of  God,  wherein  we 
were  first  created."  He  also  declares  that,  "As  God  has  called 
us  to  holiness,  he  is  undoubtedly  willing^  as  well  as  Me^  to  wobk 
this  holiness  in  us !"  Now  as  our  Memodist  brethren  utterly  ab- 
iure  Calvinism^  they  must  be  willing  to  allow  that  whatever  God 
himself,  of  his  own  accord,  does  for  ONE  man,  he  will  in  his  own 
time,  do  for  AIX  MEN ;  and  if  he  renews  and  creates  anew,  oim 
foW,  he  will  renew  and  create  anew,  ALL  SOULS! — [Time  «- 
pired. 


[BCa.  holmes'  eighth  REPLT.l 

Gentlemen  Moderators : — It  is  an  occasion  of  re^t  to  me,  that 
Mr.  Austin  should  take  so  much  pains  to  make  distinguished  evan- 
gelical ministers  express  views  they  never  held.  Wlmt  he  expects 
to  gain  by  such  a  course,  I  cannot  possibly  imagine.  It  certainly 
cannot  increase  his  reputation  for  candor,  or  aid  the  defence  of  his 
cause,  to  be  detected  so  frequently,  in  an  attempt  to  extort  con- 
cessions in  favor  of  his  views,  by  garbled  extracts,  or  a  perversioa 
of  the  language  of  celebrated  men.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Wesley, 
in  re^rd  to  which  Mr.  Austin  has  just  quoted  him,  is  my  opinion, 
and  IS  the  opinion  of  all  evangelical  ministers ;  it  is,  that  Qod*B 
commands  have  the  force  of  promises— not  promises,  that  his  cam- 
mands  shall  be  obeyed,  but  promises,  that  those  who  are  disposed 
to  obey,  shall  have  power  to  obey.  Mr.  Austin  represents  Wesley 
as  saying,  when  God  utters  a  command,  that  command  has  the  force 
of  an  absolute  promise,  or  pledge,  that  it  shall  be  fnlfiUed.  Noth- 
ing could  have  been  farther  from  Wealey'i  views  than  tkis.    My 
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friend  cannot,  if  he  tries,  more  directly  misrepresent  him,  than  hy 
attributing  to  him  sach  a  sentiment.  What  Wesley  said,  and  in- 
tended to  say,  is  this  :  when  God  says  to  the  sinner,  **  thou  shalt 
loye  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,'* — this  command  has  the 
force  of  a  promise,  inasmuch  as  it  implies  that  if  the  sinner  sets 
his  heart  to  the  work  of  loving  God,  fie  shall  have  power  to  enable 
him  to  fulfill  the  divine  command,  and  so  of  all  the  other  com- 
mands of  God.  Mr.  Austin  knows  full  well,  that  this  is  all  Wesley 
designed  to  express,  and  yet  he  does  not  hesitate  to  attach  another 
and  very  different  meaning;  to  the  language  of  this  great  and  good 
man,  who  would  as  soon  have  embraced  Mohammedanism  as  Univer- 
salism.  It  is  probably  in  this  way,  that  so  many  Universalists  have 
been  led  to  expose  their  ignorance,  in  claiming  Wesley  and  others 
as  believers  in  their  creed.  I  have  heard  it  repeatedly  and  vehe- 
mently asserted,  that  Wesley  was  a  Universalist,  and  by  men  too, 
who  would  think  themselves  insulted,  were  their  intelligence  called 
in  question.  Not  long  since,  and  not  far  from  this  place,  a  Uni- 
▼ersaiist  claimed  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  as  a  defender  of  his  system, 
and  offered  to  bet  ten  dollars  that  his  writings  furnished  no  proof 
to  the  contrary.  The  brother  with  whom  the  conversation  was 
held,  would  not  bst  with  him,  but  took  the  trouble  to  get  the  Dr's.  * 
Commentary,  and  read  from  it  a  few  plain  paragraphs  on  the  point 
most  contended  for  by  Universalism ;  and  even  then  he  could  scarce- 
ly convince  him  of  his  error.  W^here  do  these  men  get  their  false 
impressions,  if  not  from  their  oracles,  on  whose  lips  they  hang  for 
instruction  ?  and  who,  by  a  slight  of  hand  process,  adopted  and  sys- 
tematically carried  out,  press  men  of  other  religious  views,  into  the 
support  of  a  cause  which  cannot  be  sustained  upon  its  own  merits. 

in  regard  to  my  argument  on  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  Mr. 
Austin  makes  declarations  which  are  really  strange ! !  Is  it  the  re- 
suit  of  carelessness  or  design  ?  1  pretend  not  to  determine.  He  says 
I  strive  to  do  away  with  divine  foreknowledge,  and  still  farther,  that 
I  try  to  prove — what  God  knows  wdl  take  place,  will  not  take 
place.  Neither  of  these  declarations  are  true.  What  I  said  on 
that  point  is  as  follows :  First,  knowledge  is  pasdve,  and  does  not 
in  itself  determine  the  nature  of  an  event.  Secondly,  there  is  a  broad 
distinction  between  certainty  and  necesniy ;  hence  an  event  may  be 
certain,  without  being  necessary.  God  may  know  that  some  indi- 
Tidual  of  this  assembly,  will  go  down  to  the  centre  of  this  village, 
before  returning  home.  He  knows  this  as  a  fact  that  will  occur. 
simply,  and  ordy,  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge.  But  does 
the  fact  that  God  knows  it,  necessitate  the  action  ?  Not  at  all ;  it 
is  no  more  necessary  than  it  would  be  if  God  did  not  know  it.  And 
this  is  true,  if  there  is  any  truth  in  existence. 

My  friend  also  attempts  an  argument  on  what  I  said  of  the  will 
of  God.  But  he  first  misstates  my  view.  I  have  not  said,  as  he  al- 
ledgest  that  God  has  no  will  of  determination.  All  I  designed  to 
•xprtsfl  OB  this  point  is,  that  God's  will  respecting  the  finu  condi- 
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tioD  of  all  men,  is  not  a  will  of  ab»<Avit  detenniiMtioD.  Bat  that 
h'lB  will  respecting  Ihe  BBlvalion  of  mea  embraces  deteimmatioa,  is 
■  fact  I  never  called  Id  question.  God  determined  lo  introduce  a 
ijstero  of  moral  government,  adapted  to  promote  the  happiness  of 
all  his  creatures.  He  determined  lo  create  subjects  of  that  gorctn- 
nenl,  with  such  constitution  and  powers,  as  would,  whenproperlj 
ia^)^07ed,  harmonize  with  his  government,  in  bringing  out  the  con- 
templated result.  He,foreseeing  thai  men  would  become  sinful,  de- 
termined to  redeem  them  from  a  fallen  stale  through  Jesus  Christ. 
He  also  determined  to  proclaim  to  the  world,  the  ricoes  of  his  grace, 
through  the  instrumentality  of  his  written  word,  and  a  living  minis- 
try— and  finally,  to  judre  and  determine  the  cast  of  each  individual 
in  strict  cnnformily  lo  that  important  declaration  of  his  word — "  ha 
that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  but  be  that  helievetb  not  shall  be 
damned."  Here  is  'lod's  will  of  determioatioD,  and  he  will  carry 
out,  with  undeviating  exactness,  all  the  purposes  embraced  in  it, 
whatever  may  ha  the  consequence  to  incorrigible  oSenJera. 

My  friend  has  argued  at  fenglb,  that  ibe  will  of  God  has  all  the 
fora  o/abtoliUt  determinalion.  AH  I  have  tosay  In  regard  lo  this, 
is,  that  if  it  be  true,  then  everything  thai  has  come  lo  pass  thus 
far,  during  6000  years,  has  been,  and  ti,  in  olrict  conformity  to  the 
will  of  God.  Nothing  that  has  taken  place  could  have  been  other- 
wise, nor  could  anything  have  possibly  coma  to  pass,  which  has  not 
come  to  pass.  This  will  is  as  positive,  in  respect  to  what  haa  been 
txcluded,  as  in  respecl  lo  what  has  been  indudtd.  Here,  again, 
we  throw  off  from  the  creature  ail  moral  responsibility,  and  make 
God  the  direct  author  of  all  sin.  I  know  my  friend  is  not  willing  lo 
take  this  conclusion,  and  yet  he  musl  take  it,  or  give  up  his  argu- 
ment; and  in  either  case,  hie  theory  must  be  abandoned.  Mr.  Aua- 
tin  has  an  argument  founded  on  the  death  of  Chriit.  I  could  not  bat 
be  astonished  that  he  should  present  the  death  of  Christ,  as  a  proof 
of  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  Does  he  admit  the 
world  wan  lost  in  respect  to  salvation  in  a  future  state,  befiire  the 
death  of  Christ  ?— that  it  was  lost  finally,  if  Christ  had  not  died  I 
Does  he  not  know  that  it  is  ihe  doctrine  of  his  school  of  theolo^- 
ane,  that  men  are  lost  only  in  respect  lo  iku  lift,  and  do  not  need 
BalvaltOD  in  respect  to  their  jfnoi  itatel 

Mr.  Austin. — My  aigument  was  on  the  miuion — not  the  death 
of  Christ. 

Ma.  Holmes.— Very  good,  suhalilute  Ihe  word  mmion,  for  death. 
and  let  all  the  re.^t  stand  as  it  does.  With  whai  consistency  can 
the  gentleman  raise  an  argument  for  thejfWhappiness  of  allmen, 
on  the  mi'snon  of  Ckrat,  when  he  himself  does  not  believe  the  ad- 
vent of  Christ  to  our  world  has  anything  to  do  with  iL  He  does 
not  believe  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men  was  ever  for- 
feited, in  any  sense,  or  even  in  peril,  and  yet  he  gravely  argues,  that 
ail  mea  will  be  saved,  because  Christ  appeared  among  mea  in  the 
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character  of  a  Sayior.  O  consistency,  thou  art  a  jewel !  But  more 
of  this  hereafter,  when  I  shall  take  occasion  to  show  why  the  gen- 
tleman has  left  the  death  of  Christ  out  of  his  argument.  I  now 
proceed  to  consider  the  attributes  of  God,  and  the  kind  and  amount 
of  evidence  they  furnish,  for  the  settlement  of  the  question  relative 
to  the  final  condition  of  men. 

The  attributes  of  God — independent  of  revelation  and  matter  of 
fact,  do  not  furnish  sufficient  data,  from  which  to  infer  anything 
with  certainty,  respecting  the  future  destiny  of  man.  This  is  evi- 
dent from  the  following  considerations : 

1.  God  cannot  give  us  a  perfect  acquaintance  with  himself,  be- 
cause of  our  inability  to  comprehend  infinity.  The  attributes  can 
be  comprehended  in  their  nature  and  moral  bearings,  fully,  only  by 
Go  J  himself.  Hence,  conclusions  drawn  from  the  attributes  of  God, 
are  drawn  from  premises  we  do  not  understand;  and  the  uncertainty 
of  our  conclusions,  must  correspond  with  the  imperfections  of  our 
knowledge  of  the  premises  whence  they  are  drawn. 

2.  The  attributes  of  God  do  not,  of  themselves,  enable  us  to  de- 
termine the  moral  turpitude  of  sin — nor  how  much  punishment  the 
sinner  deserves — a  point  which  must  be  understood,  before  we  can 
determine  the  question  for  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men,  irt/.4  any  precision. 

3.  The  attributes  of  GoJ  do  not  determine  the  question  of  man's 
future  existence — much  less  his  future  salvation.  The  resurrection 
of  the  boJy,  and  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  cannot  be  proved 
from  the  attributes  of  GaJ.  Hence,  the  divine  attributes  do  not, 
of  themselves,  determine  anything  conclusively  respecting  the  fu- 
ture destinies  of  men. 

4.  There  are  two  ways,  and  only  two,  in  which  we  may  deter- 
mine what  is,  or  is  not,  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes,  viz  : 
his  express  declarations  in  the  Bible,  and  the  facts  which  exist  un- 
der his  government.  If  we  ascertain  that  any  thing  is  consistent 
with  the  divine  attributes,  God  must  reveal  it  to  us  ]  and  this  rev- 
elation must  be  made  in  one  of  the  ways  just  named.  If  Univer- 
salists  can  prove  that  all  men  will  be  unconditionally  restored  to 
holiness  and  happiness,  by  the  revelation  of  God,  or  by  actual 
facts,  under  the  present  government  of  God,  we  shall  be  bound 
to  believe  that  such  restoration  and  salvation  are  consistent  with 
the  attributes  of  God.  Bui  if,  on  the  contrary,  we  can  adduce 
testimony  from  the  same  sources,  which  goes  to  establish  the  con- 
trary opinion,  then  we  are  bound  to  admit  that  the  contrary  is 
consistent  with  the  perfections  of  God.  To  say  nothing  of  the 
testimony  of  divine  revelation  at  present,  what  are  the  actual 
facts,  as  they  exist  nou\  under  the  government  of  God  1  Do  not 
sin  and  misery  now  exist,  in  all  their  blighting  influence,  on  hu- 

jnan  hopes  and  happiness  ?   and  have  they  not  so  existed  for  six 
''u?usand  years  ?     This  is  a  fact,  and  as  a.  is^cVw  ^io\^^mo%\  \w- 
stably,  that  the  attributes  oi  God  do,  ux\d«  cwx^iwv  m^xMs^- 
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stances,  admit,  or  permity  the  existence  of  sin  and  misery,  where 
it  is  introduced  by  the  voluntary  action  of  moral  beings.  Now, 
as  the  attributes  of  God  are  always  the  same,  that  which  is  now 
consistent  with  the  attributes  of  God,  will,  under  the  same  circum- 
stances, always  be  consistent.  The  moral  influence  of  the  divine 
attributes  is  as  great  iww,  as  it  ever  will  be ;  but  this  moral  influ- 
ence allows  sin  and  misery  now  to  exist ;  hence,  there  is  no  proof 
arising  from  the  attributes  of  God,  that  these  obstacles  to  human 
happiness  will  ever  be  destroyed.  So  far  from  this,  the  fact  that 
they  now  exist,  is  presumptive  proofs  in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
press declaration  to  the  contrary,  that  they  will  exist  for  ever. 
God^s  moral  government  takes  its  character  from  his  moral  attri- 
butes: hence,  what  is  consistent  with  his  government,  is  also 
consistent  with  his  attributes.  But  it  is  reconcilable  with  the  equity 
and  purity  of  God^s  moral  government,  that  sin  and  misery  should 
now  exist,  otherwise  they  would  cease  to  exist,  at  once,  and  for 
ever.  Moreover,  the  government  of  God  is,  in  its  fundamental 
principles,  as  changeless  as  are  his  attributes,  and  as  eternal  as 
the  design  and  object  which  called  it  into  being.  But  it  is  a  fact, 
that  the  government  of  God  now  permits  sin  and  misery ;  hence, 
in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  fact  of  their  actual 
existence,  is  presumptive  evidence  that  they  will  always  exist. 
As  moral  evil  does  exist,  under  a  government,  changeless  and  eter- 
nal, we  cannot  be  assured  that  it  will  terminate,  without  explicit 
information  to  this  efiect,  from  the  Governor  himsdf .  Thus  you 
see,  so  far  as  the  evidence  of  facts  is  concerned,  the  argument 
from  the  attributes  of  God,  is  clearly  in  my  favor.  Facts  are 
stubborn  things,  and  we  have  proved  by  matters  of  fact,  that  the 
existence  of  sin  and  misery  is  consistent  with  the  attributes  of 
God,  and  his  moral  government.  Now,  if  Mr.  Austin  can  adduce 
facts,  equally  tangible  and  clear,  that  sin  and  misery  will  all  be 
destroyed,  at  any  time  hereafter,  then  the  argument  will  be  aa 
strong  for  him  as  for  me,  and  no  stronger.  But  until  he  does 
this,  he  must  give  up  the  argument  from  the  attributes  of  God. 
Thus  much  for  the  general  argument. 

We  may  now  apply  these  principles  to  the  divine  attributes, 
separately.     For  example,  the  holiness  of  God.     Mv  friend  may 
argue,  God  is  holy — ''of  purer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity" — 
therefore,  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.     My  answer  is, 
God  is  holy,  therefore,  all  men  are  holy  and  happy.     Is  this  lat- 
ter conclusion  true  ?     Certainly  not.     How,  then,  can  the  former 
be  true  ?     Are  they  not  both  founded  on  the  holiness  of  God  ? 
One  sustains  exactly  the  same  relation  to  the  divine  holiness,  that 
the  other  does:  hence,  if  one  be  sound,  both  must  be;   if  one  be 
false,  both  are  false.     But  my  conclusion  is  false ,  a.  \.\\a>3ksa.\A. 
facts  stare  us  in  the  face,  and  tell  us  it  is  laVsft  *.  Yi^wcjt^NJ^^  ^\n\^ 
holiness  gives  us  no  proof,  that  Mr.  AusUii'^  c«iiOi\ja\wv  S&\xv 
Agr^in :  let  the  geatlemain  select  the  goodness  ol  Cioii  ^V>&  ^ 
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ting  point.  God  is  rood — "  liis  tender  mercies  are  over  all  his 
works ;"  therefore,  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  I  an- 
swer, God  is  good ;  therefore  all  men  are  holy  and  happy.  The  con- 
elusion  is  precisely  as  sound  in  my  argument  as  in  his.  And  here 
we  are  conducted  to  the  same  conclusion  as  above,  viz.  both  deduc- 
tions are  false.  That  which  does  not  produce  present  salvation, 
can  afford,  of  itself,  no  assurance  of  salvation  at  anv  future  time. 
The  same  result  will  be  arrived  at,  if  we  start  with  the  wisdom 
of  God,  or  any  other  one  of  the  divine  perfections.  It  is  as  cer- 
tain, therefore,  as  matter  of  fact  can  make  it,  that  the  entire  string 
of  arguments  displayed  before  this  audience,  based  on  various 
elements  of  divine  character,  are  so  many  splendid  sophisms,  or- 
namented with  beautiful  imagery,  and  delivered  with  eloquence 
and  animation,  to  take  the  popular  ear,  but  possessing  not  one 
particle  of  logical  force  or  soundness. 

I  now  present  mjr  fifth  Negative  Argument.  I  argue  against 
the  prbposition  which  alledges  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men,  from  the  fact,  that  the  system,  of  which  it  ;s  the  soul  and 
centre,  teaches  the  degrading  and  infidel  doctrine,  that  the  soul 
is  material  and  mortal. 

1.  This  is  a  direct  and  unavoidable  inference,  from  the  view 
taken  of  sin  and  its  source.  Ballou,  Roeers,  Whittemore,  and  J. 
M.  Austin,  and  many  others,  including  a  nost  of  those  who  only 
express  their  views  in  the  pulpit  and  private  circle,  say,  distinct- 
ly, that  all  sin  proceeds  from  our  physical  or  bodily  nature.  If 
this  be  true,  then  of  course,  as  the  body  dies,  and  is  dissolved, 
thai  which  «tn^  dies,  and  is  dissolved.  But  the  Bible  predicates 
sin  of  the  soul.  *^The  soufthat  sinneth,  it  shall  die.'^  Sin  and 
virtue  are  predicated  of  the  soul  alone ;  hence,  Universalism  must 
deny  the  bible  doctrine,  that  the  soul  commits  sin,  or  identify  the 
body  and  soul  as  th^  same  agent,  and  thus  deny  the  existence  of 
the  soul,  only  as  identical  with  the  body :  the  body  and  soul  are 
one  and  inseparable.  Hence,  when  the  body  dies,  the  soul  dies ; 
the  body  is  the  soul,  and  the  soul  is  the  body ;  both  die,  and  are 
dissolved  together :  the  soul,  therefore,  is  material  and  mortal. 
In  confirmation  of  the  above.  Rev.  Mr.  Everett,  in  his  appendix 
to  Life  of  Murray,  says :  "  It  is  not  now  admitted,  by  Universalists 
generally,  that  man  possesses  two  natures."  p.  279.  But  if  man 
nas  but  one  nature,  that  one  nature  is  identical  with  his  body, 
and  dies  with  it,  from  which  it  follows,  Universalism  is  materialism. 

2.  The  materialism  of  Universalism,  is  a  direct  and  unavoida- 
ble inference,  from  the  means  to  be  employed  for  effecting,  and 
the  time  fixed  upon  for  the  commencement  of  the  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men.  Now,  the  means  employed  are  embraced 
in  the  general  resurrection  of  mankind — the  time  for  the  begin- 
ning of  man^s  holy  and  happy  state,  is  that  in  which  the  resur- 
rection takes  place.  In  his  debate  with  Mr.  Rice,  Mr.  Pingre^^ 
laid  it  down  as  his  main  and  leading  proposition,  that  at  the  gen*- 
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eral  resnirection,  not  before^  men  are  to  be  made  holy,  and  saved, 
^and  yet  he  denies  the  existence  of  punishment  after  aeath.  Such, 
also,  is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  A.  C.  Thomas,  as  given  in  his  debate 
with  Dr.  Ely,  who  says,  "  I  hold  to  no  future  life  and  immortal- 
ity, save  that  which  will  be  consequent  of  a  resurrection  from  the 
dead."  The  life  and  immortality  in  which  Mr.  Thomas  believes, 
must  rise  from  the  dead^  before  it  can  exist.  That  is,  all  there  is 
of  man,  dies  when  the  body  dies,  and  remains  dead  until  the  re- 
surrection, and  all  of  man  that  lives  after  the  resurrection,  rises 
from  the  dead  at  the  resurrection.  Here  is  bare-faced  material- 
ism. The  same  ground  was  taken  by  Mr.  Biddlecom,  in  a  dis- 
cussion at  Lexington,  with  Rev.  J.  H.  Power.  Ballou  and  Bal- 
four, and  Universalists  generally,  believe  and  teach  the  same  doc- 
trine. 

Now  look  at  the  necessary  conclusion  from  these  premises. 
Men  are  not  to  be  made  holy  and  happy  until  the  general  resur- 
rection, and  yet  these  teachers  tell  us,  there  is  no  punishment  after 
death  :  but  if  the  soul  is  neither  happy  nor  unhappy,  between 
death  and  the  resurrection,  the  conclusion  is  inevitable — it  ceases 
to  be — dies  with  the  body,  and  remains  dead  until  restored  by  the 
resurrection.     Here  again  is  materialism. 

3.  The  materiality  and  mortality  of  the  soul,  is  directly  asserted 
by  Universalism.  It  is  well  known  that  Mr.  Balfour,  perhaps 
the  most  distinguished  writer  of  the  fraternity,  has  written  much 
to  refute  the  immortality  of  the  soul.  He  calls  it  *^  heathen  cha^^' 
and  says  he  has  **  turned  it  out  of  doors  as  a  heathen  intruder.** 
Again :  in  his  Inquiry,  he  says,  *'  man  comes  into  the  world  and 
dies  similar  to  the  brute  creation*' — that  is,  death  ends  his  exist- 
ence as  it  does  that  of  the  brute,  only  man  is  to  have  a  resurrec- 
tion. Lefever,  editor  of  the  Gospel  Anchor,  denies  the  immortal- 
ity of  the  soul — maintains  that  the  mind,  and  mental  phenomena, 
are  the  results  of  physical  organization,  and  that  the  mind  per- 
ishes with  the  body.  Again  :  "  when  the  body  dies,"  the  soul 
"  will  of  course  cease  to  exist,"  vol.  2,  p.  305.  Such  is  the  general, 
not  to  say  universal,  testimony  of  writers  on  Universalism.  Such 
is  Universalism,  on  one  of  the  most  important  and  interesting  doc- 
trines of  human  existence.  Indeed,  the  views  taken  of  sin,  of 
punishment,  and  of  the  resurrection,  and  many  of  the  proofs  ad- 
duced in  support  of  the  main  proposition  of  the  system,  require 
this  ground  to  be  taken.  To  be  a  tnorough-eoing,  consistent  Uni- 
versalist,  is  to  be  a  materialist — to  believe  that  when  our  earthly 
existence  terminates,  we  die  like  an  old  dog,  or  an  old  horse,  and 
cease  to  exist  in  a  conscious  state. 

My  next  Negative  Argument  is,  that  Universalism  is  false,  be- 
cause it  denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution,  and  confines  the 
rewards  and  punishments  of  men  wholly  to  this  life. 

Such  is  the  doctrine  of  Ballou.  A.  C.  Thomas,  who  professes 
to  speak  the  sentiments  of  his  denomination  at  large^  Rq%«xv 
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Williamson,  Lefever,  and  Pingree,  speak  the  same  sentiment.  The 
*'  Universalist  Book  of  Reference/*  puhbshed  by  Gaiid  and  Hyattt, 
devotes  some  40  pages  to  the  work  of  denyine  both  reward  and 
punishment  in  a  future  state.  The  "  Gospel  Anchor,"  (vol.  2,  p. 
289.) -has  the  following  language:  "Immortality  is  the  gift  of 
God,  totcdly  unconnected  with  our  conduct  in  thefltsh.''^  This  gen- 
eral and  broad  denial  of  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution,  is  a 
flat  contradiction  of  the  argument  from  analogy,  and  of  the  plain 
declarations  of  God's  word. 

The  argument  from  analogy,  embracing  matters  of  fact  which 
come  under  the  observation  of  every  man,  teaches  most  positively^ 
that  the  consequences  of  the  actions  of  men  extend,  in  their  influ- 
ence, far  beyond  the  actual  occurrence  of  the  actions  themselves. 
Every  man  knows  that  his  conduct  to-day  will,  more  or  less,  in- 
fluence his  happiness  to-morrow  j  his  conduct  this  year,  is  crea- 
ting an  influence  for  weal  or  woe,  which  will  be  carried  forward 
in  nis  history,  to  exert  a  material  control  over  his  condition 
and  happiness  next  year,  and  it  may  be,  for  many  years  to  come. 
From  these  facts,  (which  my  friend  will  not  dispute,)  the  infer- 
ence is  fair  and  legitimate,  and  cannot  be  set  aside  by  any  fair 
course  of  reasoning,  our  conduct  in  this  life,  will  send  forward 
an  influence  to  the  future  life,  which  will  control,  in  an  impor- 
tant sense,  our  condition  and  happiness  then.  The  validity  of 
this  argument  depends  on  the  stability  and  uniformity  of  the  laws 
of  the  natural  and  moral  world,  in  their  influence  upon  moral 
character  and  human  happiness.  But  in  denying  future  retri- 
bution, Universalism  also  gives  the  lie  to  God's  word,  which,  on 
this  point,  is  as  plain  and  emphatic  as  is  possible,  or  as  could  be 
desired. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  following  passages:  "  Godliness  is 
profltable  unto  all  things,  having  promise  of  the  life  that  now  is, 
and  of  that  which  is  to  come." — (1  Tim.  iv.  8.)  Here  the  influence 
of  God  is  said  to  go  with  us,  and  be  profltable  too,  in  the  future 
world.  Matt.  vi.  19. — "Lay  not  up  for  yourselves  treasures  on 
earth.  *  *  *  But  lay  up  for  yourselves  treasures  in  heaven, 
where  moth  and  rust  do  not  corrupt,  and  where  thieves  do  not 
break  through  nor  steal."  Luke  xiv.  12. — "Then  said  he  also 
to  him  that  Dade  him,  when  thou  makest  a  dinner,  or  a  supper, 
call  not  thy  friends,  nor  thy  brethren,  neither  thy  rich  neighbors ; 
lest  they  also  bid  thee  again,  and  a  recompense  be  made  thee.  But 
when  tnou  makest  a  feast,  call  the  poor,  the  maimed,  the  lame, 
the  blind ;  and  thou  shalt  be  blest :  for  they  cannot  recompense 
thee :  for  thou  shalt  be  recompensed,  at  the  resurrection  of  thi 
just.''^  Here  we  are  taught  that  our  chief  reward,  for  a  course  of 
benevolence  and  piety,  is  to  be  looked  for  after  this  life ;  that 
there  is  a  resurrection  peculiar  to  the  Just,  and  a  peculiar  reward 
for  the  justy  at  that  resurrection.  Luke  xii.  33. — "  Sell  that  ye 
have,  and  give  alms :  provide  yourselves  bags  which  wax  not  old. 
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a  treasure  in  the  heavens  thatfaUeth  not ;  where  no  thief  approach- 
eth,  neither  moth  corrupteth.^^  Language  cannot  be  better  selec- 
ted than  this,  to  express  the  doctrine,  th^t  a  course  of  self-denial, 
benevolence  and  piety,  induced  by  devotion  to  Chrieto  shall  find 
its  ample  compensation  in  a  heavenly  treasure,  1  Tim.  vi.JB. — 
**  Charge  them  that  are  rich  in  this  world,  that  they  be  not  high- 
minded,  nor  trust  in  uncertain  riches,  but  in  the  living  God,  who 
fiveth  us  richly  all  things  to  enjoy ;  that  they  do  good,  that  they 
e  rich  in  good  works,  ready  to  distribute,  willing  to  communi- 
cate, laying  up  for  themselves  a  good  foundation  against  the  time 
to  come,  that  they  may  lay  hold  on  eternal  life^  The  motive  by 
which  the  duties  here  enjoined  upon  the  rich  are  enforced,  is,  that 
in  *'  the  time  to  come,"  they  may  **  lay  hold  on  eternal  lifey 

2  Tim.  iv.  7,  8. — "  I  have  fought  a  good  fight,  I  have  finished 
my  course,  I  have  kept  the  faith :  henceforth  there  is  laid  up  for 
me,  a  crown  of  righteousness  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous 
judge,  shall  give  me  at  that  day,,  and  not  to  me  only,  but  to  all 
them  also  that  love  his  appearing."  Here  the  crown  of  righteous- 
ness is  referred  to,  as  the  reward  of  his  fidelity  in  his  master's 
cause,  and  his  integrity  as  a  christian  :  and  as  this  language  was 
penned  in  full  view  of  eternity,  when  he  was  "  ready  to  oe  offered" 
[to  die  as  a  martyr,]  this  crown  of  righteousness  was  to  be  awar- 
ded, and  enjoyed  in  the  heavenly  state. 

Matt.  V.  11,  12. — "Blessed  are  ye,  when  men  shall  revile  you 
and  persecute  youj  and  say  all  manner  of  evil  against  you,  falsely, 
for  my  sake.  Rejoice,  and  be  exceeding  glad ;  for  great  is  your 
reward  in  heaven  ."^"^  In  this  passage,  our  Lord  assures  his  disci- 
ples that  their  reward  in  heaven  will  correspond  to,  or  be  in- 
creased by,  their  patient  endurance  of  persecution  for  his  sake, 
or  in  his  cause. 

Mark  x.  29,  30. — Jesus  said  :  "There  is  no  man  that  hath  left 
house,  or  brethren,  or  sisters,  *  *  *  for  my  sake,  and  the 
gospel's,  but  he  shall  receive  a  hundred-fold  more  now^  in  this 
time,  houses,  and  brethren,  ♦  ♦  *  with  persecutions  3  and 
in  the  xoorld  to  come,  eternal  life.'''' 

1  Pet.  V.  2-4. — "  Feed  the  flock  of  God,  which  is  among  you, 
*  *  ♦  not  by  constraint,  but  willingly ;  not  for  filthy  lucre, 
but  of  a  ready  mind ;  *  *  ♦  and  when  the  chief  shepherd 
shall  appear^  ye  shall  receive  a  crovm  of  glon/,  tliat  fadeth  not 
away. 

2  Cor.  iv.  17. — "  For  our  light  affliction,  which  is  but  for  a 
moment,  worketh  for  us  a  far  more  exceeding ,  and  eternal  weight 
of  glory. ^^ 

2  Tim.  ii.  12.—"  If  we  sulTer,  we  shall  also  reign  with  him  j  if 
we  deny  him,  he  will  also  deny  us." 

1  Pet.  i.  3-5,— "Blessed  be  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  which,  according  to  his  abundant  mercy,  hath  begot- 
ten us  again  unto  a  lively  nope,  by  the  resurrection  of  Jesus 


288  holmes'  eighth  eeplt 

Christ  from  the  dead,  to  an  inheritanee  incorruptibU  and  ondefiled, 
and  Jhat  fadeth  not  away,  reserved  in  heaven  for  you,  who  are 
kept  by  the  power  of  God,  thmugh  faith,  unto  9alvation^  ready  to 
be  revealed  in  the  last  time." 

These  declarations  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles  are  so  clear,  de- 
finite, and  emphatic,  in  support  of  future  retribution — reward 
in  heaven,  for  a  life  of  holinese  and  imfulnesi  on  earth,  that  it  is 
one  of  the  most  remarkable  things  we  have  to  account  for,  in  the 
history  of  religious  opinions,  that  men  should  be  found,  profes- 
sing to  believe  the  Bible,  and  yet  rejecting  the  doctrine  of  rewards 
and  punishments  in  another  world.  In  rejecting  the  doctrine  set 
forth  in  the  passages  above  adduced,  Universalism  proves  itself 
not  merely  false,  but  malignant,  in  its  opposition  to  the  great 
truths  of  Christianity.  I  earnestly  call  the  attention  of  Mr.  Aus- 
tin to  this  subject,  and  when  he  shall  have  disposed  of  these  plain 
scripture  proofs,  I  have  as  many  more  for  his  consideration.  For 
the  present,  I  will  suspend  this  argument,  to  be  taken  up  and  fin- 
ished when  I  speak  again.  In  the  meantime,  I  will  give  you 
some  farther  views  on  atonement,  as  a  supplement  to  what  I  have 
already  said  on  that  subject,  in  an  oif-hand  way. 

The  Apostle  Paul  says,  *^  the  Law  is  holy,  just,  and  good."  It 
is  [agia]  noly ;  free  from  moral  defect :  the  very  essence  of  moral 
purity;  [dekaia,]  just;  promoting  justice,  and  punishing  sin: 
[agathe,]  good ;  in  its  object  and  end,  tending  to  secure  the  ends 
of  benevolence,  and  adapted  to  display  the  perfections  of  the  di- 
vine character.  The  human  race  have  voluntarily  become  trans- 
gressors of  this  law,  and  have  thereby  incurred  its  righteous  pen- 
alty. Groodness  may  be  inclined  to  show  mercy,  but  holiness 
must  i^aintain  an  opposition  to  sin,  by  an  active  display  of  justice. 
Holiness,  as  an  attribute  of  God,  is  not  inferior  to  goodness ; 
hence,  justice  is  not  subordinate  to  mercy.  The  condition  of  the 
race  is  hopeless,  unless  deliverance  can  he  effected  upon  principles 
that  will  narmonize  with  goodness  and  holiness,  justice  and  mer- 
cy. Men,  fallen  and  guilty,  cannot  save  themselves,  because  in 
a  state  of  death ;  and  death  cannot  produce  life.  And  should  we 
allow  the  natural  availableness  o(  repentance,  it  would  not  relieve 
them ;  since  both  the  disposition  and  power  to  repent  are  wanting. 
Nor  can  the  law  save  them.  By  the  law  is  the  knowledge  of  sin — 
not  the  knowledge  of  salvation.  Disconnected  with  atonement, 
it  knows  nothing  of  mercy.  It  makes  an  exhibition  of  its  claims, 
that  annihilates  nope  in  the  breast  of  the  guilty,  and  leaves  them 
nothing  to  expect,  but  the  full  execution  of  its  threatened  penalty. 
St.  Paul  says,  *^  I  was  alive  without  the  law  once :  but  when  the 
commandment  came,  sin  revived,  and  I  died."  Hence,  *^  by  the 
deeds  of  the  law,  shall  no  flesh  be  justified" — a  declaration  im- 
plying the  impossibility  of  salvation  to  man,  in  a  fallen  state, 
either  by  personal  obedience  to  the  law,  or  by  suffering  in  their 
own  persons,  the  full  extent  of  its  penalty.     If  this  reasoning  be 
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correct,  it  follows,  there  is  no  hope  for  a  condemned  world,  only 
in  a  divine  interposition,  that  shall  provide  for  extending  pardon 
to  the  guilty.  But  how  shall  this  be  done  ?  This  is  the  great 
problem  of  Christianity.  We  answer  first:  Pardon  must  be  ex- 
tended to  the  euilty  on  mere  clemency ;  or,  secondly,  a  satisfaction 
must  be  offered,  of  such  a  nature  as  will  honor  the  law,  and  secure 
the  ends  of  the  divine  administration,  while  the  sinner  is  released, 
an  1  allowed,  if  he  will,  to  renew  his  allegiance  to  God. 

To  the  salvation  of  sinners  on  mere  demency,  there  are  irwtrtw- 
Me  obstacles,  founded  in  the  essential  and  rectoral  justice  of  God. 
By  the  essential  justice  of  God,  we  mean  that  manifestation  of 
righteous  displeasure  against  sin,  as  sud^  which  has  its  founda- 
tion in  the  holiness  of  the  divine  character.  God  is  of  *^  purer 
eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity."  It  is  an  eternal  and  necessary  op- 
position to  sin,  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  holiness,  and  has  its 
outward  revelations  in  the  penal  enactments  of  the  divine  law. 
Its  retributive  voice  can  no  more  be  hushed)  in  the  presence  of  sin, 
than  holiness  can  be  abstracted  from  the  divine  nature.  Hence, 
should  God  extend  pardon  on  a  principle  that  disregards  the  claims 
of  his  essential  justice,  he  would  contravene  his  own  nature — • 
resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  holiness. 

Rectoral  justice,  is  that  which  awards  to  moral  beings,  accor- 
ding to  their  deeds,  under  a  specified  form  of  government.  It  has 
its  loundation  in  the  contrariety  between  sin  and  the  best  good 
of  the  moral  world ;  and  its  maintenance  is  necessary,  to  secure 
the  ends  of  a  holy  and  benevolent  administration.  U  is  the  mo- 
ral universe  in  arms  against  sin,  because  sin  tends  to  defeat  the 
happiness  of  the  universe.  To  extend  pardon  to  the  ^ilty,  re- 
gardless of  the  claims  of  rectoral  justice,  would  be  to  give  impu- 
nity to  sin,  and  thus  resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  good 
government.  To  any  scheme,  therefore,  that  would  pardon  the 
guilty  without  satisfaction,  the  essential  holiness  and  justice  of 
Uod,  as  well  as  public  justice,  must  ever  stand  opposed.  These 
constitute  the  ground  of  necessity  for  atonement.  To  punish  all, 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  and  tkus  make  satisfaction  for 
sin,  would  be  to  destroy  the  whole  race,  since  all  are  sinners.  To 
pardon  without  satisfaction,  would  be  to  destroy  the  government. 
The  only  remaining  alternative,  is  that  which  has  been  adopted. 
Jesus  Christ  has,  by  his  personal  intervention  and  suffering  for 
sinners,  made  such  satisfaction  as  supports  the  honor  of  the  law, 
secures  the  ends  of  the  Divine  government,  and  opens  a  way  for 
the  sinner^s  release  and  return  to  divine  favor,  to  holiness  and 
happiness.  From  these  views,  the  following  conclusions  are  una- 
voidable : 

1.  Without  the  atonement  of  Christ,  no  sinner  coM  ever  have 
been  saved. 

2.  Through  the  atonement  of  Christ,  all  sinners  mai/  b«  «ai.^«^. 

3.  Those  who  reject  Chnst  and  his  atonemetit  lot  e^iiiitt%^mu9X 
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perinh  without  remedy.    Let  the  gentleman  refute  these  Qoncla- 
sions,  if  he  can. — [Ttme  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  NINTH  SPEECH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderaton: — ^Yesterday  my  friend,  dorinjr  his  lafft 
speech,  went  back  to  the  first  question,  and  read  quite  an  extract 
from  his  article  in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  in  explanation 
of -his  views  on  the  subject  of  the  Atonement.  If  he  wishes  to  re- 
turn to  that  topic,  I  will  offer  no  obstacle.  I  might  introduce  whole 
chapters  on  various  subjects,  from  some  of  my  published  works,  if 
I  was  lacking  in  matter,  and  wanted  to  fill  up  time.  I  think  it  best, 
however,  to  confine  myself  exclusively  to  the  question  before  us. 
But  I  am  not  much  surprised  the  Elder  should  be  anxious  to  go 
back.  He  will  pardon  me  for  expressing  the  belief  that  he  is 
quite  willing  to  leave  the  present  question,  in  any  Ftage  almost,  and 
return  to  improve  his  arguments  on  the  former  subject. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  had  no  sort  of  reference  to  the  first  question — 
they  were  simply  views  which  come  in  under  this  question. 

Mr.  Austin. — The  extract  Mr.  Holmes  read,  was  in  reference 
to  the  Atonement,  and  he  remarked  that  it  was  in  explanation  of 
the  grounds  he  had  taken  on  the  first  question.  But  I  will  not  in- 
terfere  with  the  course  of  my  opponent.  He  can  read  whatever  he 
chooses. 

In  reply  to  my  Argument  on  the  Will  of  Gad,  Elder  Holmes  has 
taken  a  ground  which  shows  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  on 
the  Will  of  the  Most  High  !  He  says  it  is  God^s  Will  that  all  men 
should  be  saved  now ;  but  all  are  not  saved.  Hence  he  draws  the 
conclusion  that  notwithstanding  the  Creator  has  willed  that  all  men 
shall  be  saved  hereafter,  this  is  no  evidence  they  will  experience 
salvation.  Did  sophistry  ever  show  its  foolish  face  more  nakedly ! 
My  friend  overlooked  the  importance  of  having  his  premises  cor- 
rect; and  hence  his  conclusions  are  necessarily  erroneous.  God 
does  not  Will  that  all  men  shall  be  saved  NOW— i.  e.  be  brought 
in  this  life,  to  a  state  of  sinless  perfection  and  immortal  glory.  The 
Deity  has  revealed  no  such  purpose  or  will.  The  Elder's  objection 
built  on  this  assumption,  falls  prostrate  to  the  earth. 

The  principle  adopted  by  my  opposer,  in  this  and-  all  his  objec- 
tions to  my  argument  on  the  Will  of  God,  is  that  the  creature  can 
overthrow  and  destroy  the  Will  of  the  Creator.  The  unreasona- 
bleness of  this  position  cannot  fail  of  being  self-evident  to  all 
minds.  A  finite  will  overthrow  an  Infinite  Will !  Man  DEFEAT 
his  Maker ! !  How  inconsistent !  Can  any  thought  more  thor- 
oughly violate  the  first  principles  of  reason  ?  Hear  what  Professor 
Stuart  says  in  reference  to  those  who  doubt  God*s  ability  to  accom- 
plish hjs  Will : 
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**Of  what  avail,  then,  are  the  doubts  and  fears,  the  cold  specu- 
lations  of  skeptics,  and  of  half- skeptics  in  relation  to  the  deeply 
interesting  subject  before  us  ?    None  at  all.     Men  who  doubt  and 
reason  thus,  do  in  their  own  hearts,  make  the  work  of  conversion 
a  mere  business  of  moral  suasion  by  force  of  reasoning  and  argu- 
■MQt.     They  overlook  the  Omnipotence  o{  that  Spirit,  whose  office 
it  is  to  bow  the  stubborn  will,  and  soften  the  hearts  of  the  unbe- 
lieving.    What!  are  not  all  things  possible  with  God?    Can' he 
not  **  make  the  people  willing  in  the  day  of  his  Power  V*    Cannot 
he.  who  works  in  men  *'  according  to  the  working  of  his  Mighty 
Power,  which  he  wrought  in  Christ  when  he  raised  him  from  the 
dead,"  can  he  not  make  the  deaf  to  hear,  and  the  blind  to  see  ? — 
Can  he  not  raise  the  dead  to  life  i    Has  he  not  promised  to  do  all 
this  ?    Has  he  not  often  repeated  the  assurance  that  he  will  do  it  ? 
Has  he  not  done  it  in  numberless  instances  ?    Is  any  thing  TOO 
HARD  for  God.'    Are  not  '*all  hearts  in  his  hand ;"  and  so  in  it 
that  he  can  TURN  THEM  whithersoever  he  WILL,  even  as  the 
rirers  of  waters  are  turned  ?    Can  any  RESIST  God's  WILL  ?— 
•     •     •    •    To  doubt  on  this  subject,  is  to  question  his  power  and 
hir  tnU/i,  the  reality  of  the  Christian  Religion,  and  the  Omnipo- 
tence of  the  Holy  Spirit !     Believers  in  the  scriptures  are  ru)t  per- 
mitted  to  doubt!    The  thing  is  certain.    The  decree  has  gone 
forth,  stamped  with  Heaven*s  own  seal  upon  it.    Jehovah  hath 
Bworn  by  himself,  that  every  knee  shall  yet  bow  to  Jesus,  and  eve- 
ry tongue  confess  that  he  is  Lord.     Away  then,  forever  away, 
with  all  doubt  and  fear  in  regard  to  this  part  of  our  subject.    The 
day  and  the  hour,  when  all  which  has  been  promised  may  be  ful- 
filled, we  may  not  know.     It  is  not  essential  that  we  Should  know 
them.    But  the  promises  of  God,  the  facts  which  he  has  declared 
shall  take  place,  ARE  CERTAIN ! !    To  doubt,  is  to  call  his  ve- 
racUu  in  question.     To  deny,  is  to  tax  him  with  having  said  that 
whtM  is  not  truer* — [Sermon  at  the  Ordination  of  Rev.  Wm,  O, 
Schauffier. 

Although  this  language  was  uttered  in  reference  to  the  final 
restoration  of  the  Jews,  yet  it  retains  all  its  power  and  strength, 
when  applied  to  God*s  Will  and  Purpose  to  restore  all  mankind  to 
holiness  and  happiness.  Let  it  be  read  in  reference  to  St  Paul's 
declaration,  that  God  '*  WILL  have  all  men  to  be  saved  and  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,"  and  how  convincingly  it  establish- 
es the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation.  Here  we  have,  on  the  one 
side,  Professor  Moses  Stuart,  of  the  Andover  Theological  Semina- 
ry, advocating  the  Omnipotence  and  Irresistibility  of  God^H  Will,  and 
the  certainty  of  the  accomplishment  of  his  purposes — and  on  the 
other  side.  Elder  David  Holmes,  with  an  astonishing  puerility,  ab- 
solutely denying  that  the  least  dependence  can  be  placed  upon  that 
Will !  I 

If  man  can  thwart  and  destroy  God*s  Will  in  regard  to  one  thin^^ 
he  can  in  respect  to  another.    Hence  thouf[;Yi  Go^  titvoxi^^^*'^  w^ 
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sinner  does  not  deserve  endless  perdition,  and  Go^ 
inflict  it,  then  he  was  never  lost,  nor  in  danger  of 
hence  cannot  be  saved  by  the  death  of  Christ.  In  t 
to  make  a  contradiction  in  Universalism,  he  co^ 
granted  that  to  be  lost,  is  to  be  in  a  condition  of  em 
and  to  be  saved,  is  to  be  rescued  from  such  a  state 
labor  is  thrown  away,  when  it  is  known  that  to  I 
eaved,  has  no  connection  with  end  Jess  perdition.  ^ 
tures  speak  of  the  lost,  they  refer  to  those  who  arc 
error — and  when  they  speak  of  salvation,  it  is  a  sal^ 
endless  perdition,  but  from  that  condition  of  sin  and 
the  lost  are  involved.  Hence  it  does  not  follow  thai 
saves  sinners,  they  must  have  been  exposed  to  eteri 
He  says  Universalists  believe  that  after  the  resur 
be  saved,  because  they  will  no  longer  have  a  sinful 
men  are  saved  by  the  resurrection.  This  is  wilful 
tion.  We  believe  no  such  sentiments.  The  resuri 
save  any  man.  It  introduces  mankind  into  a  highe 
and  clothes  them  with  bodies  which  shall  be  incorr 
ful,  spiritual  and  glorious !  (See  1st  Cor.  zv.  42 — 
is  that  men  will  be  saved — i.  e.  rescued  from  sin,  ei 
lection — not  by  the  resurrection,  nor  because  ihey 
have  sinful  bodies ;  but  by  the  instruction  and  pi 
wU^  receive  through  Christ  their  great  teacher,  an( 
are  the  objects  of  God*s  love  and  grace. 

To  help  make  out  his  meagre  and  groundless  ca 
yersalist  contradictions,  Mr.  Holmes  represents  ua  sa 
I  God  created  man  imperfect — (he  afterwards  declared 

i  ists  believe  that  man  was  created  imperfect  and  imjn 
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charging  us  with  what  we  do  not  believe.  He  is  not  so  stupid  as 
to  suppose  we  believe  mankind  were  created  impure  or  imperfect, 
Universaliflts  believe  men  are  created — not  impure  or  imperfect, 
but  pure  and  innocent^  yet  subject  to  imperfection,  from  their  very 
nature  as  progressive  beings  and  moral  agents.  Hence  the  restora- 
tion of  all  men  through  Christ,  which  the  Bible  so  plainly  teaches, 
is  a  restoring  of  the  race  to  the  original  condition  of  purity  and  in- 
nocence in  which  they  are  formed,  and  from  which  they  fall  by 
giving  way  to  sinful  temptations. 

Elder  Holmes  ^declares  that  my  views  are  greatly  confused — 
that  sometimes  I  make  punishment,  repentance — and  then  repent- 
ance, punishment;  and  that  I  have  frequently  transposed  these 
terms.  This  is  another  sheer  misrepresentation.  I  have  made  no 
such  declarations — no  such  transpositions.  Our  hearers  are  much 
better  qualified  to  judge  in  this  matter  than  my  opponent.  They 
will  at  least  judge  more  impartially  and  candidly.  My  views, 
as  all  know  who  have  understood  them,  are  perfectly  clear  on  this 
subject.  Repentance  is  not  punishment.  It  follows  punishment, 
and  can  in  no  case  be  experienced  without  it.  Punishment  is  but 
one  of  the  various  means  by  which  repentance  is  induced.  The 
two  things  are  distinct,  and  I  have  so  represented  them.  That  my 
arj^uments  have  confused  the  Elder,  I  have  no  doubt.  But  it  is 
evident  to  ail,  if  not  to  himself,  that  the  confusion  is  not  in  the  ar- 
guments, but  in  his  own  head/f  My  poor  friend,  in  the  inextrica- 
ble entanglements  in  which  he  is  involved,  is  like  the  drunken  man, 
who  forsooth,  imagines  all  the  rest  of  the  world  intoxicated,  and 
himself  the  only  sober  being  on  earth ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  we  represent  that  when  the  sinner  repents,  his 
punishment  ceases.  And  he  insists  this  is  the  same  principle  as  it 
would  be  to  contend  that  when  a  man  stops  running  in  debt  to  a 
merchant,  that  act  pays  all  demands.  The  wit  of  this  representa- 
tion becomes  pointless,  when  its  inapplication  is  seen.  Punish- 
ment is  reformatory.  Repentance  follows  punishment,  and  is  not 
its  substitute.  To  punish  a  man  until  he  repents,  is  not  to  increase 
his  sin  until  he  repents,  but  the  effect  is  the  reverse.  In  receiving 
punishment,  the  sinner  is  paying  the  debt  he  owes  to  Justice. — 
Genuine,  heart -felt  repentance,  is  the  evidence  that  the  punishment 
is  received — that  the  debt  is  paid.  It  is  the  receipt  which  the  debtor 
exhibits  to  the  merchant,  showing  that  the  bill  is  cancelled  in  full. 

Elder  Holmes*  Fourth  Negative  Argument,  is  that  according  to 
Universalism,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  salvation!  Here. is  an  ar- 
gument of  irresistible  power ! !  The  scriptures  declare  in  positive 
terms  the  salvation  of  all  men — every  legitimate  deduction  from 
God*s  attributes  supports  this  doctrine — reason  asserts  its  proprie- 
ty asd  consistency— the  great  FACT  is  established  by  irresistible 
arguments  drawn,  from  from  every  conceivable  source.  Yet  it 
cannot  be  true,  simply  because  its  advocates  err  in  their  views  of 
the  nature  of  salvation  ! !    This  is  a  specimen  of  my  brother*s  lo^* 
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ic !  SappoM  Univeraaliati  do  err  in  their  understandlnz  of  the 
process  or  the  nature  of  Balvation,  pray  what  evidence  is  this,  that 
all  meo  will  not  be  saved  in  whatever  is  the  true  way  ?  We  be« 
lieve  salvation  is  a  process  by  which  the  Redeemer  through  the 
gospel  inflaencet  oi  chastisement,  repentance,  and  faith,  saves 
mankind  from  sin  and  death.  This  is  all  the  salvation  of  which 
the  scriptures  speak.  I  have  already  shown  what  is  to  he  under- 
stood by  saving  men  from  sin.*  If  my  friend  is  not  satisfied  with 
this,  perhaps  he  had  better  instruct  God^s  inspired  servants,  and 

Set  a  new  revelation  on  the  subject.  He  says  that  according  to 
^onnegan,  the  Greek  word  translated  **  salvation,*'  signifies  a  res- 
toration to  moral  health  !  YtTj  well ;  there  could  be  no  better  ex- 
planation of  the  Universal ist's  view  of  salvation.  We  believe  that 
the  fruit,  the  final  result  of  the  Mediatorial  reign  of  Christ,  will  be 
the  RESTORATION  of  all  mankind  to  moral  health !  His  reference 
to  the  views  of  Ballon,  Thomas  and  Pingree,  cannot  effect  the  sub- 
ject  in  the  least  degree.  Were  we  to  allow  that  they  confined  sal- 
vation to  this  life---(a  position,  however,  which  I  do  not  believe 
they  have  ever  taken,) — and  that  they  erred  in  this  opinion,  it 
would  in  no  possible  respect,  invalidate  the  arguments  and  the 
scripture  testimony  I  am  mtroducing,  in  proof  that  God  in  his  oten 
wayt  and  his  own  time,  will  at  length,  bring  all  men  to  holiness  and 
hanp'iness ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  there  is  no  salvation  in  Universali^m,  because 
ii  exerts  no  Evangelical  influence.     If  by  Evangelical  influence, 
he  means  the  frightening  of  men  into  religion,  by  doctrines  of  de- 
mons, and  devils,  and  burning  lakes,  and  bottomless  gulfs,  and  all 
the  clap-trap  of  modern  Revival  operations— or  the  deceiving  of 
sinners,  bv  the  flattering  falsehood,  which  has  proved  so  fatal  to 
millions,  that  God  has  provided  a  way  whereby  they  can  violate 
his  law,  and  plun^  into  wickedness,  and  yet  escape  all  punish- 
ment— or  the  leading  of  men  to  place  their  hopes  of  salvation  on 
their  belief  that  Christ  died  in  their  steady  to  placate  the  wrath  of 
their  heavenly  Father,  instead  of  placing  them  on  the  grace  of  God 
— if  these,  I  repeat,  are  Evangelical  influences,  then  Universalism  is 
not  in  these  respects,  Evangelical.     But  I  insist  the  influences  our 
system  brings  to* bear  on  roen^s  minds  and  hearts,  are  trxdy  Evan- 
gelical.    It  warns  them  of  the  evil  nature  of  sin — it  assures  them 
that  wickedness  is  the  great  and  only  enemy  of  man ;  and  that  God 
has  so  arranged  bis  government,  that  if  they  wilfully  violate  his 
commandments,  a  just  punishment  awaits  them,  from  which  they 
cannot  escape.     It  declares  to  them  the  beauty  and  excellency  of 
righteousness — ^the  calm  and  sweet  neace  it 'sheds  abroad  in  the 
hearts  of  those  who  practice  it,  and  the  certain  reward  which  the 
righteous  Judge  of  all,  bestows  upon  them  who  obey  and  love  him ! ! 
It  calls  upon  toe  world  not  to  trust  to  their  own  merits^as  aground 

of  hope  for  future  and  endless  joys.    It  exhorts  them  to  believe  in 

^■^ _ .  _  .  
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lefts  Clmst — practice  the  precepts  of  kis  gospel — wid  aUow  their 
hope  of  inunortml  happiness  to  rest  alone  oa  the  Love  and  Mercy  of 
God — reflterabering  the  Apostolic  declaration :  **  Bj  GRACE  are 
ye  saTed,  through  faith ;  and  that  not  of  yourselves :  it  is  the  GIFT 
of  God ;  not  of  WORKS,  lest  any  nan  should  boast." — (£ph.  ii.  8.) 
From  these  considerations,  deeply  fiied  on  the  minds  of  men,  there 
proceeds  an  inflaence  which  is  in  reality  Evanjrelical. 

The  Elder  declares  the  Uaiversahst  view  of  salvation  is  a  kind 
which  man  may  always  pursue,  but  never  overtake.  If  he  had  said 
such  was  the  character  of  Universalist  argumenU,  in  reference  to 
the  efforts  of  our  opposers,  he  would  have  come  much  nearer  the 
truth.  He  has  affected  to  he  in  pursuit  o(  these  arguments,'  during 
the  entire  discuaaion  on  this  question ;  and  yet  it  is  evident  to  the 
most  short-sighted  of  those  who  have  listened,  that  he  has  not  as 
yet  been  able  to  overtake  one  of  them  in  fact  They  are  infinitely 
beyond  his  reach. 

He  says  he  cares  not  what  ray  personal  opinions  are — what 
grounds  I  take — what  positions  I  advance — he  intends  to  show 
what  Undversalism  is ! !  Of  the  truth  of  the  former  part  of  this  sen- 
tence, there  cannot  be  a  shade  of  a  doubt.  It  has  been  evident  El- 
der Holmes  has  carefully  avoided  the  fundamental  principles  invol- 
ved in  the  arguments  I  have  offered  on  this  question,  and  paid  no 
attention  to  explanations  I  have  given  of  the  sentiments  which 
Universalists  actually  entertain  on  various  topics  introduced — while 
all  the  tine  he  has  been  industriously  eogafed  in  a  very  sin^Iar 
work.  He  declares  that  work  is  to  show  what  Universsdism  is. — 
But  in  this  he  has  made  a  wide  departure  from  fact.  I  profess  to 
know  quite  as  well  as  my  friend,  what  Universalism  is !  Let  me 
instruct  him  and  the  audience,  the  meaning  of  this  word,  in  a  sin- 
gle sentence.  Universalism  is  simply  the  doctrine  thai  Gh)d  will 
ultimately  bring  mankind  into  a  state  of  universal  holiness  and 
happiness.  Thifs  nnd  this  alone,  is  Universalism.  The  way,  the 
means,  the  time,  in  which  Deity  will  accomplish  this  most  grand 
and  glorious  of  all  works,  are  topics  connected  with,  but  not  ne- 
cessarily involved  in,  this  Great  Truth.  Men  may  differ  and  even 
err,  in  regard  to  these  subordinate  questions,  and  yet  agree,  in  re- 
spect to  the  final  salvation  of  all.  Now  Universalism — the  final 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind,  is  precisely  the  question 
before  us,  in  this  division  of  our  discussion.  But  if  one  thing  more 
than  another,  has  characterized  the  whole  course  of  Elder  Holmes 
on  this  question,  it  has  been  the  care  with  which  he  has  avoided 
approaching  and  grappling  this  sublime  doctrine.  I  have  said  he 
was  engaged  in  a  singular  work.  That  work  has  been  a  constant 
series  of  efforts  to  put  aside  this  one  ^reat  question,  which  should 
have  exclusively  claimed  his  attention.  The  most  unobserving 
cannot  fail  to  hiave  seen,  that  his  whole  labor  and  ingenuity  have 
been  devoted  to  the  covering  up  of  the  only  point  involved  in  this 
difcoMioD,  keeping  it  as  far  from  the  view  of  tne  audience  as  poasi* 
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confidence  in  hie  ability  to  destroy  the  doctrine  o£| 
ration.  And  I  give  the  audience  fair  warning,  thai 
in  this  coarse.  While  keeping  aloof  from  every  | 
throw  any  of  the  iundamentaT  principles  of  m^  p 
Negative  Arguments  be  watched,  and  it  will  easiljr^i 
introduce  lew,  if  any,  that  will  have  the  slightest^ 
point  in  debate — the  ultimate  holiness  and  happia 

He  speaks  of  « the  forked  and  hissing  tongue**  (^ 
and  in  langua^  most  refined  and  chaste,  telks  ol 
this  doctrine,  with  the  *<  tongs  of  truth  !  !**  This  is  et 
for  a  professed  christian  to  use— especially  a  chr 
and  a  Presiding  Elder !  The  doctrine  of  the  repen 
aess  of  all  men-^the  glorious  gospel  of  Christ  whi 
every  human  being  shall  at  length  be  washed  clean  i 
every  sinful  contamination,  and  with  hearts  ^td  ' 
round  the  Throne  of  Infinite  Goodness,  to  praise  ar 
er  the  Kinr  of  kiaffs — is  so  hateful  and  dreadful  to 
herald  of  the  gospel,  that  he  would  touch  it  only  wit 
and  he^an  find  no  figure  to  express  its  odiousness,  ex 
some  i$rpent,  with  **  its  forked  and  hissing  tongui 
compelled  by  this  representation,  to  conclude  that  t 
endless  torture  and  ruin — the  doctrine  that  countlc 
his  fellow-beings  will  sink  into  agonies  unspeaka 
their  existence  and  curse  their  Creator /oretirr — is  b( 
ant,  grateful  to  him.  This  he  could  embrace  in  his 
to  his  bosom  with  the  greatest  fondness,  and  would 
resent  it  under  the  figure  of  a  lamb  or  a  dove ! !  Oh 
how  little  of  thv  snirit  i«  v»t  in  *hm  k*«-*.  -'  ♦» 
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eontradicts  his  declarations  on  the  love  of  God,  it  only  shows  the 
miserable  extremity  to  whieh  modem  evangelisin  reduces  its  most 
able  and  ek>qaent  advoeates.     In  morin^  terms  my  friend  refers  to 
the  death  of  Dr.  Payson.    He  declares  that  his  calm  and  peaceful 
departure  from  life,  was  not  owin?  to  any  support  he  derived  from 
Universalism,  but  was  the  fmit  of  his  belief  in  the  Atonement.     I 
admire  the  character  and  talents  of  Dr.  Payson.    He  was  an  elo- 
quent preacher,  and  I  have  no  doubt,  a  sincere  christian.    My  op- 
ponent will  pardon  me,  however,  for  e3qH'essing  g^eat  doubt  whe- 
ther the  peace  which  he  experienced  during  his  last  hours,  flowed 
from  his  views  on  the  Atonement.    There  is  no  question,  could 
the  truth  be  fully  known,  that  the  support  with  which  the  dying 
Payson  was  blessed,  was  the  fruit  of  his  reliance  on  the  impartial 
goodness,  the  rich,  abounding  grace,  and  the  infinite  Mercy  of  the 
Creator — and  not  from  his  theory  that  Christ  had  died  to  appease 
God*s  wrath,  and  satisfy  Justice.    If  this  sugge^on  is  well  found- 
ed, of  which  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt,  then,  notwithstanding 
the  Elder^s  denial,  it  was  Universalism — or  that  which  forms  the 
very  foundation  of  Universalism — that  gave  Dr.  Payson  all  the 
calmness  and  comfort  he  experienced  on  his  departure  from  life. 
I  submit  it  to  the  good  sense  of  the  audience  and  the  world,  that  a 
belief  in  Grod^s  unbought  Love,  and  boundless  Compassion,  is  a  far 
better  foundation  for  hope  and  peace,  in  the  hour  of  dissolution, 
than  a  speculative  theory  that  a  Grod  full  of  enmity  and  vengeance 
against  his  frail  creatures,  has  been  bought  to  have  mercy  on  a  few, 
at  the  price  of  the  blood  of  his  own  Son ! !    Let  all  judge  of  the 
reasonableness  of  this  declaration.    Let  them  recall  to  recollection 
the  words  of  the  dying,  at  whose  bed-side  they  have  stood,  and 
see  if  it  does  not  perfectly  corroborate  the  position  I  have  laid 
down! 

My  opponent  contends  that  the  views  of  God  supported  by  his 
party,  do  not  bring  the  Attributes  into  collision — that  they  repre- 
sent no  controversy  between  Justice  and  Mercy — but  all  is  brought 
into  harmony  by  their  theory  of  the  Atonement  Some  men's 
views  of  harmony  and  moral  equilibrium,  are  truly  striking.  Here 
we  have  an  instance  in  illustration.  The  modern  system  of  Atone- 
ment teaches  that  infinite  Justice  is  willing  to  inflict  its  penalties 
on  an  innocent  sttbstitute,  in  order  to  allow  eriminaU  to  go  free ; 
when  it  could  precisely  as  well  have  punished  the  guilty  them- 
selves, and  when  indeed,  it  would  have  been  much  better  tor  their 
amendment  and  future  welfare,  to  have  allowed  them  to  experi- 
ence for  a  proper  season,  the  fruits  of  their  own  doings.  But  when 
Justice  has  thus  had  all  its  demands  against  the  human  race,  and 
its  penalties,  fulfilled  by  Christ,  so  far  from  allowing  Mercy  to 
come  in  and  exercise  its  office  upon  the  race  for  whom  this  full 
'SaiisfiBiction  has  thus  been  rendered,  it  insists  that  anless  the  blind- 
ed Clotures  believe  this,  (and  millions  of  them  never  heard  of  it,) 
Meiipy  shall  have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  but  they  themselves 
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shall  Btill  be  made  to  falfU  the  demaiida  of  Justice  in  their  own 
pereons,  and  be  tormented  forever ! !  And  this  is  called  HARMO- 
NIZING the  Atlributes !  In  regard  to  innumerable  multitudes  of 
human  beings,  the  claims  of  Justice  ix>ublt  fulfilled,  while  the 
claimci  of  Mercy,  the  favorite  Attribute  of  the  Deity,  and  the  most 
beautiful  of  all  his  perfections,  are  totally  D£N1£D ! !  Here  is  a 
glorious  conustency,  a  splendid  specimen  of  Harmony  1 ! 

He  gives  us  Dr.  Clarke's  declaration  that  he  never  had  read  any 
thing  in  favor  of  Universal  Salvation  that  possessed  the  slightest 
weight.  Had  the  Doctor  ever  read  his  Bible  ?  Had  he  ever  read 
the  declaration  of  tbe  Psalmist  ?  **  All  nations  whom  thou  hast 
made,  shall  come  and  worship  before  tbee,  O  Lord ;  and  shall  glo- 
rify thy  name."— (Ps.  Ixxxvi.  9.)  Had  his  eves  ever  rested  on  tbe 
language  of  St  Paul  ?  '*  God  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief, 
that  he  might  have  MERCY  upon  ALL."— (Rom.  jlI  32.)  God 
**  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth." — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  Dr. 
Clarke  or  Elder  Holmes,  as  to  the  necessity  of  believing  God,  we 
who  put  some  confidence  in  his  word,  have  always  thought  there 
roi^t  be  some  weight  in  the  declarations  I  have  just  read.  How 
can  any  man  throw  them  aside,  and  yet  profess  to  believe  in  the 

scriptures ! 

My  friend  complains  bitterly,  at  the  commencement  of  his  last 
speech,  that  I  have  greatly  misrepresented  Wesley's  views.  I 
throw  back  this  groundless  imputation  upon  its  author.  I  have 
not  misrepresented  the  sentiments  of  Wesley  to  the  smallest  ex- 
tent. And  this  charge  from  the  Elder,  is  as  ^ross  and  wilful  a 
misrepresentation  of  me,  as  he  could  well  contrive.  All  I  claimed 
in  regard  to  Wesley,  was  that  he  took  the  ground,  that  God*s  com^ 
manaments  were  equivalent  to  promises.  To  prove  this,  I  quoted 
his  language,  and  quoted  it  correctly.  And  the  quotations  proved 
my  position,  beyond  controversy.  Wesley  again  and  again  reiter- 
ates the  declaration,  that  the  commandments  of  God  are  equivalent 
to  promises.  Yet  my  opponent  with  a  hiind  desperation  of  the  most 
pitiable  description,  attempts  to  stave  off  the  testimony  of  his  great 
leader,  by  crying  out  that  I  misrepresent  him.  Mr.  Holmes  himself 
misrepresents  Wesley,  when  he  declares,  that  all  he  designed  in  the 
quotations  I  introduced  from  his  writings,  was  to  assert  that  when 
the  sinner  was  disposed  to  repent,  God  would  give  him  power  to  do 
so.  An  idea  that  does  not  appear  at  all,  in  the  extracts  1  gave  from 
Wesley. 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  I  have  misrepresented  his  views  respecting 
the  Foreknowledge  of  Grod.  I  beg  to  say  that  I  have  not  misrep- 
resented him — at  least  I  have  not  done  so  intentionally.  In  expU* 
nation  of  his  sentiments,  he  says  the  fact  that  God/orcteef  a  thing 
will  exist,  does  not  make  it  necessary  that  it  should  exist.  How 
does  this  explanation  help  him  ?  What  bearing  has  it  against  my 
argameat,  dnvm  from  the  Foreknowledge  of  Goi  ?   Not  Uie  alight- 
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est.  When  a  thing  is  foreseen  of  Gk>d,  it  becomes  both  iifceMa- 
ry  and  certain*  When  Jehovah  created  the  human  race,  he  fore- 
Inw  precisely  what  fate  awaited  each  one.  To  say  he  formed  a 
single  soul  plainly /ores^etng  from  eternity,  that  its  career  would 
terminate  in  ceaseless  sin  and  woe,  is  to  say  that  that  doom  was 
both  necessary  and  certain.  This  becomes  self-evident,  when  we 
reflect  that  God's  foreknowledge  existed  prior  to  the  causes  which 
led  to  a  result  so  dire.  These  causes  were  at  the  control  of  Deity. 
He  could  allow  them  to  have  being,  and  produce  the  foreseen  re- 
salt,  or  he  could  withhold  them,  and  prevent  the  dreadful  calami- 
ty. If,  under  these  circumstances,  he  allowed  causes  to  ^o  into 
operation  which  he  clearly  foresaw  would  terminate  in  sinking  the 
souls  of  any  of  his  creatures  into  endless  blasphemy  and  anguish, 
he  in  reality,  made  that  doom  both  necessary  and  certain  f  This  is 
nothing  less  than  naked  CALVINISM ! !  Our  friends,  the  Metho- 
dists, have  preached  much  upon  the  odious  and  horrible  features  of 
Calvinism ;  and  have  said  as  many  hard  things  against  it,  as  against 
Universalism.  But  when  their  acknowledged  sentiments  respecting. 
God's  Foreknowledge,  are  properly  analyzed,  it  becomes  evident 
they  have  virtually  incorporated  the  ioorsi  feature  of  Calvinism 
into  the  very  centre  of  their  own  system  ! !  ' 

My  friend  yesterday  denied  that  Foreknowledge  is  an  Attribute  of 
God,  but  said  Knowledee  is  an  Attribute.  Pray,  what  is  Fore- 
knowledge but  Knowledge  with  God — i.  e.  knowledge  of  things 
in  the  future  ?  Foreknowledge  is  as  much  an  Attribute,  as  wisdom 
or  goodness.  It  forms  one  of  the  fundamental,  all-essential  per- 
fections of  Jehovah.  Without  it,  he  could  not  be  God — he  could 
do  nothing  with  any  assurance  of  success — all  his  works  would  be 
liable  any  moment  to  fall  into  ruin  and  chaos !  I  do  not  wonder, 
however,  that  Mr.  Holmes  desires  to  degrade  this  perfection  from 
the  high  station  of  an  Attribute.  Its  office  in  the  Divine  Councils, 
is  such  as  to  forbid  with  irresistible  emphasis,  the  cherishing  of 
the  doctrine  that  in  a  universe  formed  by  a  *'  God  of  Love,'*  any 
man  can  become  an  endless  loser  by  the  existence  his  Father  in 
heaven  voluntarily  bestowed  upon  him,  in  full  view  of  all  the  con- 
sequences that  would  ensue ! ! 

My  opponent  ^ives  evidence  of  his  extreme  bewilderment  and 
perplexity,  by  crying  out — ••  Declamation  ! — Bombast  /  r  This  is 
the  second  time*  he  has  given  vent  to  his  distress,  in  words  which 
all  controversialists  know  are  equivalent  to  crying  "quarter/ — 
quarter  !  P*  I  pity  the  brother ;  but  I  can  see  no  help  for  him  ! — 
JSvery  school-boy  well  knows  the  trick  of  crying  out  hombagt  and 
dedamation,  when  answer  is  to  be  made  to  arguments,  which  are 
invulnerable.  It  is  simply  raising  a  cloud  of  dust,  to  flee  away 
under  its  ^Mdow !  The  audience,  I  have  confidence  to  believe, 
have  enough  of  good  sense,  to  distinguish  between  sound  argo- 
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ment  wiik  them.     Hence  he  insists  sin  and  misel 
after  and  foreyer ! !    In  this  position  we  have  1 
stance  of  all  that  my  opponent,  or  anj  of  his  M 
has  offsred  or  can  offer,  against  the  ^at  Argm 
Attributes  in  support  of  the  final  holiness  and 
world.    All  that  he  has  said,  possessing  the 
against  my  positions,  has^  in  one  form  or  anoUu 
into  this  same  objection.    It  is  THE  argument 
ment—- of  all  that  ETaiigelism  can  summon,  in  tht 
against  the  gracious  purpose  of  God  to  redeem  oi 
and  again  has  the  Elder  introduced  it  into  this  disc 
bieness — its  unreasonable  deductions — its  suicida 
often  been  exposed.    But  all  in  yain !    Driven  o 
ting  lash,  he  returns  oft  and  airain,  to  the  old  spo 
seems  almost  to  fi£G  me  to  allow  him  to  remain  1 
can  go  nowhere  else !    Poor  soul ! !     To  what  st 
duced  who  volunteer  in  defence  of  false  doctrines 
appear  unneighborly,  hard-hearted — nay,  ahnost 
not  allow  my  antagonist  to  occupy  this  one  and  o 
hidio^-place,  in  flying  before  truth — and  permii 
their  m  peace  and  safety ! !    Pity  would  induce 
favor ;  but  duty  forbids !    It  seems  necessary  for  u 
the  fallacy  of  this  mode  of  reasoning.    It  is  short 
it  fails  to  recognize  that  g^eat  Rale  of  Progressio 
to  man's  nature,  and  characterizes  his  entire  careei 
in  that  it  lays  down  the  proposition  that  a  state 
may  at  one  time  be  allowed  to  exist  by  the  Cr& 
with  ail  his  Attributes,  may  exist  at  another  time 
have  repeatedly  shown  thial 
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titdB  life.  Hence,  according  to  the  reasoning  of  mj  brother,  this 
elaaa  of  persons,  may  be  compelled  to  endure  the  same  thing  here- 
after and  forever ! !  This  kind  of  argument  is  fallacious  in  the 
extreme.  Because  sin  and  misery  are  allowed  to  exist  temporarily, 
for  wise  and  good  purposes,  it  is  no  reason  in  the  mind  of  any  man 
of  ordinay  good  sense,  for  believing  they  must  exist  hereafter  and 
forever ! !  I  trust  my  friend,  for  his  own  reputation,  if  for  no  oth- 
er reason,  will  not  compel  me  to  ^o  over  this  ground  again — unless 
indeed,  he  is  anxious  to  fulfil  to  the  letter,  the  saying  of  the  wise 
man  in  Prov.  xxvii.  22. 

In  all  the  positions  which  the  brother  opposite  has  felt  himself 
compelled  to  take  in  defence  of  his  cause,  there  are  none  probably 
that  will  excite  neater  surprise,  and  certainly  none  that  exposes 
more  manifestly  Uie  extremes  to  which  he  is  driven,  than  his  at- 
tempt to  shake  the  confidence  of  the  audience  in  the  Attributes  of 
God.  There  is  nothing  more  evident  to  reflecting  minds,  untram- 
melled by  the  shackles  of  a  partial  creed,  than  that  each  and  all 
the  Attributes  of  Jehovah,  when  allowed  their  legitimate  influence 
in  the  Divine  Councils,  stand  out  in  prominent  and  infinite  opposi- 
tion to  the  doctrine  of  endless  wretchedness,  and  yield  all  Jheir 
support  to  the  truth  of  Universal  Salvation.  My  opponent  is 
aware  of  all  this.  He  is  fully  sensible  how  much  these  Attributes 
are  in  his  way.  Hence  he  must  weaken  their  force,  neutralize 
their  influence,  distort  their  promptings,  or  his  success  in  this  dis- 
cussion is  hopeless.  To  this  wretched  and  unholy  work  he  has 
bent  all  his  energies,  and  desecrated  all  his  talents.  But  not  suc- 
ceeding even  to  his  own  satisfaction,  in  the  monstrous  task  of  dis- 
torting and  destroying,  one  by  one,  the  Infinite  Perfections  of  the 
Most  High,  he  now  takes  a  bolder,  or  rather  a  more  desperate  stand, 
and  strikes  at  the  whole  of  them  in  a  body,  to  annihilate,  so  far  as 
the  weak  creature  is  able,  every  ray  of  light  and  every  particle  of 
hope,  that  frail  man  could  obtain  from  the  nature  of  his  Creator. — 
He  coolly  and  unblushingly  asserts  that  the  Attributes  of  God  do 
not  determine  the  destinies  of  men — and  that  conclusions  drawn 
from  them,  are  not  to  be  depended  upon  /  /  That  is  to  say,  it  can 
make  no  difference  in  our  reasoning  respecting  the  final  condition 
of  the  race,  whether  Grod  is  a  being  of  Love  or  of  Hatred — wheth- 
er he  is  Good  or  Malevolent,  Merciful  or  Cruel,  a  Triend  or  an 
Enemy,  a  Father  or  a  Tyrant — for  we  can  no  more  determine  what 
to  expect  from  him  in  the  one  case,  than  the  other ! !  Allowing, 
as  it  now  appears  the  Elder  does,  only  in  name,  in  sound,  that  God 
possesses  love,  goodness,  mercy,  and  that  he  is  the  friend  and  Fa- 
ther of  men,  it  is  impossible  to  tell  from  these  Attributes  whether 
the  fate  which  awaits  his  creatures  hereafter,  will  be  any  different 
from  what  it  would  were  he  a  hating,  malevolent,  cruel  enemy  and 
tyrant!!!  Now  I  unhesitatingly  pronounce  this  to  be  blank 
ATHEISM,  of  the  most  ultra  description.  It  virtually  annihilates 
all  the  Attributes  of  Deity ;  and  when  they  are  gone,  then  God  him* 


lence  laac  Uod  nas  revealed  bim^ell  in  toe  • 
premely  ridicuolus!!     If  we  cannot  form  ad 
what  influence  his  Attributes  will  exert  upon  I 
do  we  know  of  him  with  our  Bibles  in  our  hi 
then  who  have  had  no  revelation  ?     When  th 
•*  God  is  Love,'*  how  know  we,  but  he  means  t 
fluence  him  to  hate  the  world  forever ! !     Whe 
dares  '*  the  Lord  is  good  to  all,  and  his  tender 
his  works,"  we  know  not  but  he  would  have 
the  Lord  will  with  remorseless  cruelty,  pour  oi 
human  being  throughout  eternity ! !     How  can 
momentous  points,  unless  we  can  place  deper 
tofs  Attributes,  and  comprehend  the  nature  oi 
will  exert  upon  him  ? 

My  respected  audience,  should  we  not  arise 
our  conception  of  God,  to  believe  that  he  pos 
least,  of  what  we  call  common  seme,  and  that  e 
ble  commodity  may  be  looked  for  in  his  holy 
attain  only  to  this  idea  of  Deity,  we  are  bound  t 
he  declares  he  possesses  love,  goodness,  benevo 
and  similar  qualities,  he  would  have  us  undei 
same  in  nature,  as  like  characteristics  in  ours( 
expects  us  to  judge  of  the  influence  of  these  At 
their  influence  on  the  hearts  of  the  wise,  the  pure 
men  !  If  we  cannot  judge  in  this  manner,  by 
we  know  any  thine  about  the  Deity,  or  the  infl 
butes  ?  Indeed,  if  we  cannot  thus  judge,  the 
and  may  as  well  have  been  unwritten  ! !  And 
gregation  and  the  public,  what  confidence^ car 

reajtnnino^  of  a  man.  hnvirov*»  ■« ■  • ''" * i**" 
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done  thk,  as  to  chari^  us  with  denying  the  existence  of  the' Soul/ 
This  is  the  most  groandless  and  reckless  charge  that  conld  be  utter* 
ed.  I  marvel  that  any  roan  who  makes  pretensions  to  fair  dealing, 
should  so  far  forget  his  candor  and  love  of  truih,  as  to  utter  so 
gross  a  calumny  against  a  large  body  of  Christians.  It  is  true, 
Mr.  Balfour  does  not  believe  the  soul  is  immortal  in  this  life,  but 
believes  it  will  be  made  immortal  at  the  resurrection.  There  are 
very  few  among  Universalists  who  sympathize  with  him  on  that 
point.  The  great  mass  of  the  denomination  do  not  receive  the 
views  of  Mr.  JBalfour  on  the  soul.  Although  a  sound  theologian, 
and  one  of  the  most  pure-hearted  and  pious  christians  to  be  found 
in  any  denomination,  yet  on  this  subject  I  think  he  errs.  In  this 
view  of  the  case,  what  justice  or  candor  is  there  in  charging  the 
whole  order  with  being  Materialists  /  /    But  there  have  been  both 

Ssat  and  good  men  of  other  denominations,  who  coincided  with' 
r.  Balfour  in  reeard  to  this  matter.  Among  the  Greek  Fathers, 
there  were  several  who  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  preserU  immor- 
ulity  of  the  soul.  Of  this  number  may  be  named  Justyn  Martyr, 
Tatian  and  Theophilns  of  Antioch.  I  make  this  statement  in  be- 
half of  Mr.  Balfour. 

Rev.  Robert  Hail  a  most  eloquent  Baptist  clergyman  of  England, 
was  not  a  believer  in  the  present  immortality  of  the  souL  Why 
not  charge  all  Baptists  and  the  entire  Evangelical  sects  with  the 
same  view,  because  one  of  their  number  entertained  it?  I  could  do 
this  with  the  same  propriety  that  Mr.  Holmes  makes  his  wholesale 
charge  against  Universalists  on  this  subject !  But  what  has  this 
whole  matter  to  do  with  the  question  before  us^  Nothing  I — 
Whether  the  views  of  Balfour  and  Hall  in  regard  To  the  soul,  are 
true  or  erroneous,  can  have  no  bearing  in  regard  to  the  final  condi- 
tion of  mankind.  Why  did  the  Elder  introduce  this  Negative  Ar- 
gument ?    Simply  because  he  had  nothing  better  to  offer ! 

His  Sixth  Negative  Argument  is  that  Universalism  denies /Wure 
punishment.  Well,  suppose  it  did  ?  Would  this  prove  that  all 
men  will  not  finally  become  holy  and  happy?  Not  at  all.  There 
have  been  thousands  who  believed  both  in  future  punishment,  and 
in  Universal  Salvation.  The  foimer  sentiment  does  not  interfere 
with  the  latter,  in  any  possible  particular.  Universalism  neither 
ajgirms  or  denies  the  doctrine  of  future  punishment.  Some  Univer- 
salists believe  that  doctrine,  and  others  reject  it.  Murray,  Win- 
chester, and  most  of  the  early  Fathers  of  Universalism  in  Ameri- 
ca, were  believers  in  future  punishment,  and  many  of  our  most  tal- 
ented and  eminent  clergymen  of  the  present  day,  entertain  the 
same  opinion.  What  truth,  then,  is  there  in  this  argument  of  the 
Elder's?  And  if  it  had  been  true,  what  relevancy  has  it  in  this 
discussion  ?  Why  will  not  my  friend  accommodate  me  with  at 
least  one  Negative  Argument,  that  has  some  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion in  debate ! ! 

He  contends  that  Universalism  overthrows  the  principles  of 


tiic  uocmne  ot  Universal  Salvation.     Wm| 
roan's  doings  at  one  period,  affects  his  conditl 
not  be  overlooked  that  Goi  has  implanted  a^ 
Recuperative  element  in  the  human  soul,  ^ 
faults  of  one  period  of  existence,  may  be  ov| 
at  another  period.     Throug:h  the  operation  dl 
sisted  by  the  inrtuences  of  Christ's  reign,  I  H 
soul  will  be  enabled  in  due  time  to  retrieve  B 
past  mistakes,  surmount  jiast  failings,  and  m 
state  of  sinless  perfection  and  glory  ! !     WU 
theory  is  not  supported  by  the  clearest  dedt 
Who  will   say  that  it  is  not  sound,  logical. 
Can  my  friend  show — will  he  even  attempt  to 
both  reasonable  and  scriptural  f 

Mr.  Holmes  says  men  should  cultivate  holi 
may  lay  hold  on  eternal  life  hereafter.  Am 
minds  us  of  the  economical  man,  who  put-t  his 
est  until  he  la^s  up  sufficient  to  purchase  him 
any  meaning  in  this  declaration,  it  is  that  mei 
up  worthiness  here,  until,  they  obtain  a  suffic 
<^se  a  claim  to  immortal  happiness  hereafter ! 
our  constant  aim  to  live  in  the  practice  of  ho 
no  doubt — not  however,  to  merit  everlasting 
the  sweet  peace,  the  calm  enjoyment,  which  h 
and,  ever,  imparts  to  its  possessor.  But  Eldei 
the  reward  of  present  holiness,  is  future  and 
In  proof  of  this  position,  he  quotes  several  p 
the  way,  have  no  reference  to  the  rewards  of  a 
ym/  life'**  is  a  blessinc:  which  men  can  attaJa 
thtjt  frnrld.      fSee  .Tnh»  —  • 
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Ae  dditor  and  he  the  ereiitar  f    Let  us  see  how  the  Great  Day 
Bo4>k  would  stand : 

The  Almighty  in  accoant  with : 

Vr.  Cr, 

Td  several  prayer*—  B7  existence— 

**  the  pertormanee  of  certain  religions       *<  the  bestowment  ofgreat  and  Talnabl* 


ceramnmec —  cafwcitii 

**  aaakinc  axhortatioa  to  sinnera—  **  pecaervation  of  life  and  health— 

<*  the  doing  of  aoma  good  deeda — vis :        ^  light  of  son  and  raina  of  heavwD'— 
#1  to  Missionariea— one  shilling  to        "  productive  aoil — 
poor    widow — distributing  several        '*  barns  filled  with  grain — 
evangeli''al  tracts— etc.,  etc.  «  food,  raiment  and  shelter— 

"  the  light  and  peace  of  the  gospel — 

**  the  blessings  of  civilization— 

**  the  hope  of  fa  tore  and  endless  joy — 

When  to  this  is  added  that,  which  the  best  of  men  would  in  justice 
be  compelled  to  affix — "  To  having  done  many  things  I  ought  not  to 
have  done,  and  left  undone  many  things  I  ought  to  have  done''' — how 
will  the  account  standi  how  will  the  Ledger  "foot  upV  Man 
is  the  debtor — God  is  the  creditor!  And  so  it  is  at  the  close  of 
life.  The  most  pious  of  men,  must  leave  life  indebted  to  theijr  Crea- 
tor ! !  How  futile  the  expectation  that  endless  happiness  can  be 
obtained  as  a  Reward  7  Yet  I  am  willing  to  acknowledge  that  in 
the  account  with  the  Almighty,  our  partialist  friends  ought  to 
have  a  long  credit  mark,  on  account  of  their  having  to  practice 
an  "  UP  HILL"  religion.  But  with  this  even  in  their  favor, 
they  will  still  be  debtors  and  not  creditors,  of  God ! ! 

I  proceed  now  to  my  Fifteenth  Argument : — 

GOD  THE  OWNER  OF  ALL  MEN. 

7aoPOSiTioii. — 1.  CK>D  is  the  Owner  of  all  sonls.    2.  He  will  never  snfler  himself 
tm  be  robbed  of  them  by  any  snbordinate  being  or  power. 

Proof. — 1.  God  is  the  owner  of  all  souls : — "Behold,  the  heav- 
en and  the  heaven  of  heavens  is  the  Lord's  thy  God,  the  earth 
also,  with  all  that  therein  is." — (Deut.  x.  14.) 

"  The  earth  is  the  Lord's  and  the  fulness  thereof ;  the  world 
and  they  that  dwell  therein.*' — (Ps.  xxiv.  1. 

"  Behold,  all  souls  are  mine ;  as  the  soul  of  the  father,  so  also 
the  soul  of  the  son,  is  mine." — (Ezk.  xviii.  4.) 

2.  He  will  not  suffer  himself  to  be  robbed  of  that  which  is  his, 
by  any  subordinate  being  or  power.  That  God  places  value  on 
the  souls  of  all  men,  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  he  claims  them 
all.  That  he  estimates  them  immensely  high,  is  also  evident ;  for 
he  sent  his  son  to  die  for  all,  that  he  might  redeem  and  save  them. 
The  whole  race  are  equally  his  by  Creation,  by  Preservation,  and 
by  Redemption.  If  any  are  enticed,  tempted,  deluded,  into  sin  so 
far  as  to  become  its  endless  captives — if  any,  through  whatever 
cause,  wander  so  far  into  wicKedness  as  never  to  return  to  the 


iT  needlessly  deprived  of  their  oM 
why  should  he  allow  it  1    Cannot  he  prevent! 
Does  he  not  rule  in  heaven,  and  on  earth  ?    i 
his  wandering  children,  if  he  pleases.     If  sol 
wickedness  ever  shall  exist,  it  must  be  becaua 
it  should,  or  because  he  cannot  prevent  it,  1 
infiaitely  holy  and  good  Father,  is  willing  H 
stray  from  him  forever !     Is  not  God  able  to  | 
On  a  certain  occasion  Jesus  said — ^^  How  i 
strong  man^s  house,  and  spoil  his  goods,  excil 
strong  man  1     And  then  he  will  spoil  his  houfli 
Is  not  the  world,  God^s  house  ?     Is  he  not  " 
the  house  ?"     Before  any  being  or  power,  a 
and  "  spoil  him  of  his  goods" — steal  away  his  • 
lasting  bondage — he  must  first  bind  the  STRO 
great  house ! !     And  who  is  able  to  do  it '?     Yoi 
ponent  belives  Satan  will  lead  away  innumera 
far  the  greatest  majority  of  God^s  children,  int( 
But  I  deny  his  power  to  do  this  work.     Can  he 
Jehovah  f    Nay !  Nay ! !     He  himself  is  to  be  6< 
by  the  Son  of  God.     Paul  declares  that  Christ 
that  had  the  power  of  death ;  that  is,  the  dei 
The  Devil  is  to  be  destrotsd — Death,  the  lae 
DESTROYED ! !     Who  then  is  to  bind  the  Great 
him  of  even  one  of  his  creatures  ?    There  is  nc 
or  on  earth,  that  can  do  it  1     *'0  sing  unto  the 
for  he  hath  done  great  things.     His  Right  H 
Arm  hath  gotten  him  the  VICTORY."— (Ps.jcc 
watch  over  the  everlasting  interests 
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C^entUmen  Moderaian: — ^I  shall  be  obliged  to  ask  the  indnlgenee 
of  the  audience,  this  morning,  as  I  find  my  physical  strength  Yerj 
orach  exhausted ;  yet  I  hope,  by  the  divine  blessing,  to  be  able  to 
•noCain  to  the  end,  the  mental  and  physical  efibrt  required  by  this 
occasion. 

We  have  now  the  result  of  what  Mr.  Austin  has  been  able  to 
ooncoct  since  onr  last  meeting,  and  we  shall  soon  see  what  it 
aoioants  to.  First,  as  to  the  wiU  of  God.  He  argues  if  God's  will 
can  bs  resisted  here,  it  may  be  hereafter.  Bnt  does  he  mean  to 
take  the  ground  that  God's  will  is  done  in  everything  that  occurs 
in  the  world  ?  So  it  would  seem,  and  the  will  of  God  abeolute 
too;  hence,  everything  transpires  by  his  direct  agency.  Why, 
then,  -should  the  gentleman  complain  of  me,  for  charging  him  and 
his  theory  with  making  God  the  author  of  sin  ?  Nothmg  can  be 
more  plam  and  legitimate  than  such  a  conclusion. 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  will  of  God,  if  it  be  absolute  at  all,  it  is 
so  now ;  if  it  be  not  absolute  noto,  it  never  will  be.  If  it  be  abso- 
lute now,  that  which  noto  exists,  is  according  to  his  absolute  will. 
If  that  which  now  exists  be  according  to  God's  absolute  will,  it 
follows,  as  his  will  is  changeless,  it  will  never  be  less  absolute 
than  it  is  now,  and  that  which  now  exists  according  to  his  abso- 
lute will,  must  fdways  so  exist.  Now,  let  Mr.  Austin  take  the 
following  conclusion  from  his  premises.  Sin  and  misery  now  ex- 
ist, aceoniing  to  the  absolute  will  of  God — hence,  as  God's  will  is 
changeless,  the^r  will  always^  so  exist.  I  will  present  mv  friend 
another  conclusion  from  his  premises.  God's  will  is  absolute, 
and  will  never  be  more  so  than  now.  But  God's  absohUe  will, 
does  not  now  produce  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men ;  hence, 
there  can  be  no  assurance  arising  out  of  the  absolute  will  of  God, 
that  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy  in  the  future.  Here,  again, 
hia  6wn  argument  refutes  the  theory  it  is  brought  to  sustain.  Mr. 
Austin  may  bring  to  his  aid  all  the  sophistry  and  ingenuity  of 
which  he  is  master,  and  in  which  he  has  become  skillful  by  the 
practice  of  manv  years,  and  he  will  not  be  able  to  extricate  himself 
from  this  difficulty.  To  be  convinced  of  this,  we  need  but  look  at 
the  effort  already  made  for  this  purpose.  It  is  as  follows :  *^  Elder 
Holmes  is  not  now  saved,  therefore  he  never  will  be."  I  admit 
this  conclusion,  on  the  supposition  that  the  will  of  Grod  is  absolute. 
If  I  am  not  now  saved  by  the  absolute  will  of  God,  the  absolute 
will  of  Grod  can  give  me  no  assurance  that  I  ever  will  be.  It  would 
be  improper  for  me  to  dispute  Mr.  Austin's  declaration,  that  I  am 
not  now  saved.  I  will  only  say,  I  do  not  believe  the  will  of  God 
respecting  human  salvation  to  be  absolute;  hence,  if  it  be  true 
that  I  am  not  now  saved,  I  take  the  blame  to  myself,  and  shall  not 
charge  it  upon  God.  But,  that  men  may  be  saved  in  this  life,  is 
abuMaotly  confirmed  by  the  words  of  Christ :  **  This  is  eternal 
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at  all  by  his  conduct  in  this  lifti 
devoted  as  St.  Paul,  he  gains  nothing  after! 
this  mortal  coil,*'  or  if  he  is  depraved  as  Neru,« 
heavenly  felicity.    The  liar,  the  thief,  the  mnbl 
who  live  in  pollution,  and  die  with  the  veneriafti 
they  die,  saluted  as  heirs  of  glory :  **  come  ye  hi 
inherit  the  kingdom  prepared  for  you,  from  thi| 
world."    O  blessed  doctrine,  who  would  not  li 
impartial  grace.*^ 

Again,  on  the  subject  of  Atonement,  Mr.  Aot 
teach — Justice  is  in  pursuit  of  some  victim  on  w 
geanee,  and  finding  an  innocent  one^  takes  full  si 
and  lets  the  ^Ity  go  free.  £very  candid  man,  3 
Universalist  in  this  assembly,  knows  this  repre8€ 
candid  and  untrue.  I  have  set  up  no  such  doctrin 
said  anjfthing  from  which  the  inference  can  be  dra 
consistency.  On  whom  would  justice  ha?e  fixed  ii 
had  not  interposed  ?  Is  justice  in  pursuitof  an  inno< 
in  pursuit  of  the  sinner  ?  And  what  did  Christ  d 
Did  justice  pursue  him,  seize  and  compel  him  to  pa; 
sonal  suffering,  that  the  fl^ilty  might  go  free  ?  Thisj 
is  the  doctrine  of  the  orthodox.  But  nothing  can  b 
regret  that  the  gentleman  should  so  often  place  him 
sition,  that  the  audience  must  be  compelled  to  doub 
gence  or  his  candor.  What  Christ  did  for  the  sin 
presented  in  the  language  of  Scripture  :  He  who  *' 
sakes  became  poor,  that  we  through  his  poverty  mi^ 
**  He  gave  himself  a  ransom  (redemption  price)  fi 
fied  in  due  season."    "He 
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death  for  every  man."  Jn  the  beneTolence  of  his  heart,  he  Tolan- 
tarily  undertook  to  relieve  men  from  the  necesiitv  of  enduring  the 
conaequences  of  their  depravity  and  rebellion,  and  thus  effect  their 
salvation,  on  principles  which  would  equally  well  sustain  the  au- 
thority of  law,  and  secure  the  ends  of  a  wise  and  benevolent  ad- 
ministration. He  redeemed  the  world,  that  **  God  might  be  jusi^ 
and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus.*'  It  may  be  illus- 
trafed  in  this  way :  Suppose  some  distinguished  person  in  Great 
Britain,  (having  the  necessary  facilities)  should  offer  to  make  sat- 
isfaction to  the  government,  in  behalf  of  those  who  have  been 
banished  to  Botany  Bay.  His  proposals,  being  such  as  to  sustain 
the  justice  and  equity  of  the  government  at  home,  and  seeure  it 
from  reproach  and  imbecility,  are  accepted,  and  liberty  is  granted 
him  to  issue  a  proclamation  of  pardon  to  all  such  as  will  accept 
the  terms.  These  are,  that  the  criminal  shall  acknowledge  the 
justice  of  the  government  in  their  condemnation,  shall  renounce 
their  criminal  deeds  and  propensities,  return  to  duty,  and  ever  after 
live  just  and  obedient  subjects.  This,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  will  allow,  represents  the  work  of  Christ  for  a  sinful  world. 
But  would  the  government,  in  this  case,  be  open  to  the  charge  of 
seizing  an  innocent  victim,  and  glutting  vengeance  on  him,  that 
the  guilty  might  be  allowed  to  go  free  ?  So  far  from  this,  the  gov- 
ernment would  perform  an  act  of  distinguished  benevolenc^. 
without  detracting  from  its  own  purity  and  dignity,  while  the  in- 
dividual by  whose  agency  the  proposal  was  made,  and  the  arrange- 
ment earned  into  practical. effect,  would  be  lauded  in  the  annals  of 
the  world,  as  the  greatest  of  benefactors.  I  am  sure  the  congre* 
gation  must  see  the  propriety  of  this  illustration,  and  bow  complete- 
ly it  vindicates  the  doctrine  of  Atonement  from  the  foul  aspersion 
above  referred  to.  As  for  Mr.  Austin,  he  has  more  than  once 
reminded  me  of  the  old  adage — **  none  so  blind  as  those  who  wonH 
see." 

The  gentleman  has  introduced  Calvinism  again,  for  what  pur- 
pose I  know  not,  unless  to  fill  up  his  time,  and  divert  attention 
from  the  question  at  issue.  If  there  be  any  of  that  class  of  Chris- 
tians denominated  Calvinists  here,  I  wish  them  to  understand  that 
my  remarks  are  made  with  reference  to  what  my  friend  calls  *'  old 
naked  Calvinism,'"  and  do  not  bear  upon  that  view  of  it  which  they 
may  entertain.  There  is,  I  am  happy  to  believe,  less  of  *'  old  na- 
ked Calvinism*'  taught  in^  these  aays  than  formerly.  It  was  for- 
merly taught,  that  God,  from  all  eternity,  had  fore-ordained  what- 
soever comes  to  pass,  (and  this  is  the  present  doctrine  of  Univer- 
salism,  by  which  they  make  God  the  direct  and  efficient  author  of 
sin,  as  really  as  ever  the  old  school  Calvinists  did,)  and  that  he  or* 
dained  the  salvation  of  a  part  of  mankind,  and  the  damnation  of 
the  rest,  without  regard  to  their  faith  or  good  works,  simply  for 
the  display  of  his  sovereignty,  and  the  praise  of  his  glorious  jus- 
tice.   This  is  "  old  naked  Calvinism."    But  as  I  believe  this  dog- 
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ma  constitutes  no  part  of  the  Gospel,  so  it  fonns  no  part  of  my 
creed  ;  hence,  I  am  in  no  sense  boand  to  defend  it;  and  have  no- 
thing to  do  with  it,  Mj  theory  embraces  the  possible  and  actual 
salvation  through  Christ,  of  all  men  who  improve  the  light  of  the 
dispensation  under  which  they  live.  They  are  condemned,  if  at 
all,  on  account  of  voluntary  transgression,  and  the  rejection  of 
the  means  of  recovery ;  and  if  finally  lost,  they  will  carry  with 
them  to  their  perdition,  the  reflection,  **  I  knew  my  duty,  but  I  did 
it  not." 

I  have  charged,  and  do  charge,  materialism  on  Universalism  as  a 
system :  not  on  every  individual  who  embraces  the  theory — there 
are  many  who  have  not  yet  been  initiated  into  the  higher  myste- 
ries of  the  order.  In  their  simplicity,  they  are  led  to  suppose  the 
system  embraces  truths,  which,  those  who  have  graduated,  have 
lonff  since  exploded  as  "  heathen  chaff,"  or  ridiculed  as  **  old  wives 
fables."  There  are,  also,  a  few  of  the  more  prudent  among  the 
teachers  of  the  system,  who,  being  aware  that  it  would  expose 
them  to  the  charge  of  open  infidelity,  hesitate  at  a  frank  avowal  of 
the  leoitimate  and  unavoidable  consequences  of  their  doctrine. 
S^ill,  Universalism  is  materialism,  and  they  know  it.  And  as  we 
have  already  seen,  this  is  not  concealed,  but  openly  proclaimed 
by  the  most  popular  writers  among  them.  The  gentleman  cant 
beg  off  here,  by  laying  it  is  not  kis  sentiment.  It  is  his  sentiment, 
by  implication,  if  not  by  open  avowal.  It  is  an  unavoidable  con- 
clusion from  some  of  the  positions  he  takes.  Besides,  it  has  his 
sanction  in  various  ways.  At  Auburn,  where  my  friend  temdes, 
the  shelves  of  the  Universalist  book  store  are  loaded  with  materi- 
alism, and  he  lends  his  influence  to  aid  the  circulation  of  these 
books.  Moreover,  his  Brother  Curtis,  with  his  knowledge  and 
approbation,  has  the  doctrine  of  materialism  here  on  the  table,  to 
be  sold  to  those  of  this  audience  who  are  willing  to  buy.  I  mar- 
vel greatly  at  the  gravity  and  assurance  the  gentleman  puts  on, 
under  these  circumstances,  in  standing  up  to  deny  the  materiabsm 
of  his  theological  system. 

But,  says  my  friend,  Robert  Hall  was  a  materialist.  Well, 
suppose  he  was,  would  that  make  the  doctrine  other  than  degra- 
ding  and  infidel  7  But  I  deny  the  correctness  of  this  imputation 
upon  the  christian  character  of  the  distinguished  Robert  Hall. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  am  assured  that  Robert  Hall  did  not  believe  in 
the  present  immortality  of  the  soul.  If  that  makes  a  man  a  ma- 
terialist, then  he  was  one. 

Mr.  Holmes. — What  the  gentleman  means  by  the  present  im- 
mortality of  the  soul,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know,  unless  it  be  that 
the  soul,  like  the  body,  is  material,  is  dissolved  at  death,  and 
does  not  live  again  until  the  resurrection.  I  have  shown  this 
to  be  the  general  doctrine  of  Universalism,  and  this  is  what 
I  mean  by  materialiam.     From  the  remark  of  my  friend,  I  am 
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more  than  ever  convinced  that  he  is  a  materialist.  But,  again  I 
deny  that  Robert  Hall  was  a  materialist.  Mr.  Austin  does  not 
give  any  proof,  except  that  he  is  assured  it  is  so.  Well,  I  am  as* 
sured  it  is  not  so,  and  the  ground  of  my  assurance  is  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Hall  himself.  It  is  found  in  one  of  his  published  sermons, 
on  the  future  judgment,  in  which  he  argues  for  the  spiritual^  ini' 
material  and  indissdxMe  nature  of  the  soul,  as  distinguished  from 
the  material  and  dissoluble  nature  of  the  body.  Universalism  is 
materialism.  Hundreds  and  thousands  of  individual  Universal- 
ists  may  repudiate  this  conclusion,  but  in  doing  so,  they  are  in- 
consistent with  their  acknowledged  principles.  On  all  those 
whose  minds  trace  out  the  relations  subsisting  between  cause 
and  effect,  premise  and  inference,  the  natural  and  unavoidable 
tendency  of  the  system  is  to  materialism. 

I  will  here  drop  this  point,  and  take  up  the  last  negative  argu- 
ment where  I  left  it,  when  I  last  ceased  speaking — tnat  Univer- 
salism denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution.  Mr.  Austin  says, 
"  Universalism  does  not  deny  this  doctrine,  neither  does  it  affirm 
it."  Now,  suppose  I  admit  that  Universalism  does  not  deny  fu- 
ture retribution,  what  has  my  friend  gained  by  hi«  disclaimer  ? 
He  admits  Universalism  does  not  affirm  one  of  trie  most  prominent 
doctrines  of  revelation.  I  have  shown,  and  shall  still  farther 
show,  that  Christ  and  his  Apostles  made  the  subject  of  future  ret- 
ribution a  marked  feature  of  their  practical  teaching — a  distin- 
guished point  of  doctrinal  truth.  And  yet,  according  to  the  gen- 
tleman's own  admission,  Universalism  presumes  to  improve  upon 
their  style  of  preaching,  and  hence,  takes  the  responsibility  of 
leaving  this  most  important  scriptnral  truth  out  of  its  affirmations. 
But,  why  not  affirm  future  retribution  1  O,  because  this  would 
be  to  admit  future  punishment ;  and  future  punishment  once  ad- 
mitted, the  Herculean  task  remains  to  prove  that  it  will  end. 
Besides,  the  great  majority  of  those  who  listen  to  Universalist 
preaching,  wul  not  endure  for  a  moment  the  idea  of  retribution 
m  a  future  state.  Hence,  come  what  will,  future  retribution, 
mast  not  be  admitted ! ! !  But,  why  not  deny  it,  since  they  ma^ 
not  admit  it '?  Why  should  my  friend  be  so  careful  to  say  Uni- 
versalism does  not  aeny  it  ?  In  this,  he  gives  proof,  that  ne  has 
not  yet  lost  all  his  sense  of  propriety  in  these  matters.  He  knows 
it  will  not  do  for  him  to  utter  a  direct  denial  of  future  retribution 
in  the  hearing  of  this  audience,  after  the  long  list  of  plain,  posi^ 
tive  and  unmistakable  testimonies  that  have  been  adduced  iiT 
support  of  the  doctrine.  It  would  be  so  direct,  palpable  and 
barefaced  a  specimen  of  contempt  for  God^s  word,  as  must  shock 
the  moral  sense  of  this  intelligent  congregation.  Hence,  the  gen- 
tleman will  not  risk  his  cause  in  an  open  denial  of  future  retnbu- 
fion  here,  as  he  has  often  done  elsewhere.  And  yet  Universalism 
denies  this  plain,  scriptural  doctrine,  Mr.  Austin^s  disclaimer  to 
fhe  contrary  notwithstanding.    The  fact  that  it  is  not  acknowl- 
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gentleman,  to  stand  up  here  and  assert  that  \ 
not  deny  future  retribution,  after  I  have  showii 
most  distinguished  writers  of  the  order.  Bal| 
full  of  it,  and  the  stars  of  less  magnitude  are  o| 
jeeting  the  idea,  that  this  life  does,  in  any  w^ 
ditinn  and  happiness  of  men  in  a  future  state.^ 
intend  to  repudiate  the  whole  galaxy  ? 

I  am  here  reminded  of  a  remark  of  the  gend 
analogy,  by  which  he  aimed  to  evade  the  force 
argument.    But  this  can  never  be  done,  until  fa< 
gible.     Hence,  analogical  proof  is  the  strongs 
except  direct  and  positive  revelation.     It  assui 
tinned  existence  of  that  which  now  exists  unc 
rangement,  unless  a  proof,  higher  and  more  a 
this,  shall  demonstrate  its  termination.    On  th 
gue,  as  the  conduct  of  men  now  influences  th( 
ness,  it  will  always  be  so,  unless  God  interfe 
If  my  friend  can  prove  he  will  do  this,  I  shall 
up  the  argument  from  analogy  ;  otherwise,  it  be 
establishes  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution. 

1  now  invite  your  attention  to  another  catalo 
proofs. 

2  Peter  i.  10-11— "Wherefore  the  rather,  brethr 
to  make  your  caUing  and  election  sure  ]  for  so  a 
be  ministered  unto  you  abundantly,  into  the  evei 
of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  Christ.^'  This  was 
the  Jews  of  Judea,  hence  can  have  no  reference  tc 
to  be  experienced  from  the  calamities  soon  to  h 
1cm.     It  was  written  to  those  who  had  "  obi 
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Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  most  miserable.'^  To  undentand  the  full 
force  of  this  paaeage,  we  must  remember  the  severe  persecutions 
to  which  the  earlychristians  were  subjected,  on  account  of  their 
faith  in  Christ.  They  were  driven  from  their  homes,  suffered  the 
loss  of  all  things  earthly,  dwelt  in  dens  and  caves  of  the  earth, 
and  not  unfrequently  were  put  to  death  with  the  most  cruel  tor- 
tares.  A  religion  which  would  subject  them  to  such  calamities, 
without  a  motive  to  endure  them,  would  have  been  unworthy  their 
regard.  It  is  with  direct  reference  to  this  fact,  that  the  Apostle 
says,  *^  if  in  this  life  only,  we  have  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all 
men  most  miserable."  This  is  eq[uivalent  to  a  very  emphatic  dec- 
laration, that  the  rewards  of  Chnstianity,  are  mainly  to  be  looked 
for  in  another  world.  This  indeed  is  the  doctrine  of  this  whole 
<;hapter^  in  which  Paul  discourses  of  the  benefits  and  dories  of 
the  resurrection  state,  and  points  to  this,  as  the  rewara  of  their 
fidelity  and  usefulness.  '*  Therefore,  my  beloved  brethren,  be  ye 
steadfast,  unmovable,  always  abounding  in  the  work  of  the 
Lord,  forasmuch  as  ye  know  that  your  iSwr  is  net  in  vain  in  ^ 
Lordy  According  to  Universalism,  he  ought  to  have  added,  nev- 
ertheless, it  is  my  duty  to  inform  you  for  your  relief,  that  if  yoa 
find  yourselves  in  circumstances  of  peril,  and  can  avoid  persecu- 
tions and  death,  by  denying  Christ,  and  renouncing  Christianity, 
you  need  be  under  no  apprehensions  as  to  the  results,  for  you 
will,  besides  escaping  many  evils  We,  be  just  as  happy  and  glo- 
rious in  the  resurrection  state,  in  this  case,  as  you  would,  should 
you  preserve  your  integrity,  and  ^^resist  unto  blood,  striving  against 
sin.^* 

Philip,  iii.  14 — "  I  press  toward  the  mark  for  the  prize  of  the 
high  calling  of  God  in  Jesus  Christ."  An  allusion  is  here  made 
to  the  Olympic  games,  in  which  the  victor  uhu  crowned  with  a 
wreath  of  flowers.  By  this  he  illustrates  the  christian  race.  The 
goal  at  which  he  was  aiming,  was  a  faithful  and  successful  ter- 
mination of  his  christian  course,  at  which  time,  the  judge  would 
crown  him  victor,  with  the  prize  of  never  fading  glory. 

Rev.  ii.  10—'*  Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  I  will  give 
thee  a  crown  of  life."  These  are  the  words  of  Christ  to  the 
church  at  Smyrna,  connecting  faithfulness  in  this  world  with  the 
crown  of  glory  in  thi  next.  To  suit  Universalism,  he  ouffht  to 
have  added,  nevertheless,  you  shall  have  the  crown  of  life,  whether 
you  are  faithful  or  not.  But  we  cannot  pursue  this  train  of  ar- 
gument any  farther.  The  time  would  fail  me  to  speak  of  Moses, 
who  esteemed  the  reproaches  of  Christ  *'  greater  riches  than  the 
treasures  of  Egypt,  because  he  had  respeU  unto  the  recompense  of 
the  reward ;"  to  speak  of  Abraham,  who  looked  for  a  city  which 
hath  foundations,  whose  builder  and  maker  is  God ;"  to  speak  of 
Christ,  our  great  examplar,  who  "  for  the  joy  that  was  set  before 
him,  endurcS  the  cross,  and  despised  the  shame,"  and  is  set  down 
at  the  right  hand  of  the  Majesty  on  high ;  or  to  speak  of  the  hun* 


ed  iifV%e  ^lidless  also.    To  avoid  these  difficnl 
proceeds  deliberately  to  lay  its  sacrilegious  handi 
God,  and  tear  outj  and  cast  away  from  the  catalog 
doctrines,  tbi»  rereaM  tnith,  which  inspiration  hai 
pains  to  set  forth  in  a  clear  and  conTincmg  light.    1 
self  of  his  difficulty  somewhat,  Mr.  Austin  attei 
dust  in  respect  to  human  merit— as  though  I  had  fi 
can  merit  nearen  by  their  works.     I  have  taughl 
trine,  and  the  gentleman  knows  it ;  he  is  not  so  ig^oi 
dist  theolory  as  his  remarks  would  seem  to  imply. 
*•  rwe,^  to  divert  attention  from  his  own  position,  i 
reminds  me  of  the  ink  fish,  mentioned  in  natural 
when  closely  pursued  by  an  enemy,  emits  from  hit 
stance  whicn  colors  the  water,  and  enables  him  to 
doctrine  on  this  point  is  expressed  by  St.  Paul — "  i 
lest  any  man  should  boast.^'    And  yet  God  promif 
a  reward,  not  "  of  debt,"  but  "  of  graced    That  eter 
is  the  '*  gift  of  God,"  is  "  of  faith,  that  it  might  be  b 
it  cannot  be  by  grace,  on  any  other  principles  than  tl 
in  fai^ ;  and  thus  again  Universalism  is  incompa 
scriptures.    We  close  what  we  have  to  say  on  this 
remarks. 

Hi.  In  denying  future  retriVutioB,  Unirersalism  it 
tian  of  all  that  encouragement  and  strength  of  mc 
from  the  prospect  of  future  and  eternal  reward.  I 
christians  have  nothing  to  gain  in  the  future  world 
holiness  and^usefulness  here.  There  can  in  this  cai 
sible  motive  to  piety,  beyond  what  relates  to  the  : 
Now,  as  christians  are,  m  this  life,  often  the 
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Ab  mad  of  the  nlaiier,  all  thst  MstiaiiiiBg  manl  minamot  denrei 
from  the  daogef  of  forfdtiDg  bapiNoeee  in  another  wcrid.  As 
there  ie  nothiaf  gained  by  Mlf-denial  and  hotineea,  so  thete  ia 
nothing  to  be  lost  by  self-indulgence  and  yidouaneBa.  Herod, 
Howard*  Paine,  and  Paul,  will  enter  upon  their  eternal  state  with 
precisely  the  tame  advantages ;  as  mai^  so  as  if  they  had  all  Hyad 
alike  in  this  world.  Blessed  doctrine !  It  is  the  great  haiance- 
wheel  of  the  moral  universe.  It  is  the  great  leveler  of  (morale 
distinctions.  Away  with  the  old  antiquated  s^km,  diat  this 
world  is  in  any  sense  a  probation  for  another.  Let  as  cut  looea 
from  the  disagreeable  moral  restraints  whidi  orthodoxy  wosM 
throw  around  us,  since  it  can  be  done  without  the  imui  kazard 
to  oar  f utmre  spiritual  interests.  And  as  the  heart  ia  iaelined  to 
love  pleasure  more  than  God,  let  us  walk  after  the  aight  of  .our 
eyes,  and  the  imagination  of  our  hearts,  without  any  feaz  tiiat 
**  for  all  these  things  God  will  bring  us  into  judgment :"  pcactica 
Uteially  upon  the  Epicurean  principle*— *^  seize  the  pleaswresrof  tha 
preaentday'* — shout  and  aing, 

**  No  DevU,  no  Hell,  no  angry  God — 
Hie  Oate,  and  Wa^t  to  heaven  are  broad," 

0  blessed  doctrine !  thrice  blessed  he  who  haajrtily  embracaa  the 
'  •  goipel  of  impart  ial  grace  /  / .'  / .' " 

In  the  farther  prosecution  of  this  discussion,  I  invite  your  nU 
tention  to  another  negative  argument,  based  on  the  fact,  that  the 
scripture  passages  most  relied  upon  by  Universalists,  do  noLettab' 
liik  nor  teack  their  favorite  dogma — ^the  unconditional,  ultimate 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men. 

I  have  not  attempted  to  keep  an  exact  account  of  all  the  Bible 
quotations  introduced  by  Mr.  Austin,  to  prove  his  proposition, 
but  I  have  taken  a  little  pains  to  select  from  their  own  writings, 
those  scripture  proofs  most  frequently  appealed  to,  and  on  which 
Uniyersahsts  depend  most  in  the  argument.    Particularly^  have 

1  selected  from  a  certain  pamphlet,  from  whichi  I  find  the  gentle* 
man  opposed  to  me  has  drawn  pretty  freely — entitled,  **an  hun- 
dred arguments  in  support  of  Universalism.^'  I  believe  in  eallin||^ 
things  by  their  right  names,  and  would  suggest  that  the  next  edi* 
tion  be  denominated,  as  it  really  is^  ^^  an  liundred  jtM^^tmu,  put 
forth  to  pervert  the  word  of  God,  and  mislead  the  minds  of' honest 
enquirers  after  truth. 

1  Tim.  iv.  10—"  For,  therefore,  we  both  labor  and  suffer  re- 
proach,  because  we  trust  in  the  living  God,  who  is  the  Savior  of  all 
men,  especially  of  those  that  believe."  This  verse  affords  no  sup^ 
port  to  Universalism,  because,  on  the  principles  of  Universalism, 
Christ  is  in  no  fense  the  Savior  of  all  men  in  this  vsorld.  And  it.can- 
not  refer  to  salvation  in  a  future  state,  for  two  reasons.  1.  There 
is  no  evil  in  a  future  state,  from  which  men  need  be  saved.  2. 
Mr.  Ballou,  Mr.  Whittemore,  Mr.  Pingreei  and  others,  say,  tha 
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salvation  Christ  came  to  confer,  is  wholly  in  Hids  life:  hence,  Uai" 
Tersalism  itself  bein^;  judge,  this  passage  can  have  no  application 
to  the  subject  of  Universal  salvation.  Besides,  the  text  and  con- 
text not  only  admit,  but  require  a  different  construction )  that  con- 
struction is,  that  God  is  noir  the  Savior  of  all  men,  inasmuch  as 
he  has  provided  for,  and  now  offers  salvation  to  all  men,  freel3r,  by 
his  word  and  Spirit,  and  those  who  accept  it  by  faith,  are  speciaUy 
saved. 

1  Tim.  ii.  4 — *^  Who  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth.''  This  passage  has  been  pretty 
thoroughly  discussed  already,  and  the  idea  of  absoluteness,  whicn 
Mr.  Austin  has  attached  to  the  will  of  God,  has  been  abun- 
dantly refuted.  It  is  only  necessary  to  add  here,  1.  To  sup- 
pose this  verse  expresses  an  absolute  and  unconditional  purpose, 
contradicts  the  signification  of  the  word.  With  all  his  knowl- 
edge of  Greek,  my  friend  has  not  been  able  to  show  that  ^''theUi^^ 
means  anything  more  than  an  entire  willingness,  accompanied 
with  a  benevolent  desire  and  determination  to  employ  such  mea- 
sures as  are  consistent  with  his  attributes  and  government,  to  ef- 
fect the  salvation  of  all  men.  2.  The  Universalist  view  of  this 
passage  is  refuted  by  actual  facts.  Men  are  not  all  saved,  nei- 
ther do  tbev  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth.  3.  To  under- 
stand ^*  thelei  "  in  an  absolute  sense,  would  violate  the  ^*  usus  lo^ 
quendi,""  or  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is  usually  employed  in  the 
scriptures.  I  have,  in  a  former  speech,  illustrated  this  point  by 
examples. 

Titus  ii.  11 — "  For  the  grace  of  God  which  bringeth  salvation, 
hath  appeared  to  all  men" — or,  as  it  may  be  read — "  which  bring- 
eth salvation  to  all  men,  hath  appeared.''  The  audience  may 
easily  see  a  Tast  difference  between  saving  all  men,  and  bring' 
ing  salvation  to  all  men.  The  grace  of  God  does  not  save  all 
men  in  this  world,  even  in  the  Universalist  sense ;  and  in  the 
next  world,  there  is  nothing  to  be  saved  from  :  hence,  Univevsal- 
ism  being  judge,  men  will  not  need  grace.  The  passage  must, 
therefore,  have  some  other  signification.  Its  plain  meaning  is, 
that  Grod  has  graciously  provided  salvation  for  all  men,  and  pre- 
sents it  to  them,  on  condition  that  they  live  godly  in  Christ  Je- 
sus— "soberly,  righteously,  and  godly,  in  this  present  world." 

1  John  iv.  14 — "And  we  have  seen,  and  do  testify,  that  the  Fa- 
ther sent  his  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  world."  This  I  believe 
*as  fnlly  and  heartily  as  possible,  though  it  is  far  from  teaching 
Universalism.  Christ  came  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  world,  on  terms 
specified  in  his  gospel.  "  He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  but  he 
tnat  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned ;"  or,  as  the  verse  next  fol- 
lowing the  one  under  consideration,  has  it,  "  Whosoever  shall 
confess  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  God  dwelleth  in  him,  and  he  in 
God."  Does  Mr.  Austin  take  the  position  that  men  will  be  saved, 
whether  they  confess  him  or  not  t 
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Gen.  xiii.  15-18 — "In  thee,  and  in  thy  seed,  shall  all  the  nations 
of  the  earth  be  bledsel/'  This  promise,  which  is  repeated  in  sub- 
stance in  several  places,  relates  to  the  unconditional  benefits  flow- 
ing from  Christ  to  the  families  of  the  earth,  and  not  to  the  eternal 
salvation  of  men  in  a  future  state.  And  we  contend  that  it  has 
been,  and  is  now  fulfilled.  Not  a  nation  or  family  ever  existed, 
but  has  been  the  subject  of  blessings,  through  Christ,  the  seed  of 
Abraham.  They  enjoy  the  common  benefits  of  redemption,  are 
placed  in  a  state  of  initial  salvation,  and  have  the  means  of  secur- 
ing eternal  life.  All  the  nations  of  the  earth  are  so  far  bene- 
fited by  Christ,  that  all  who  die  in  infancy,  are  unconditionally 
saved  through  the  atonement,  and  all  who  grow  up  to  be  personal 
sinners  against  God,  have  the  offer  of  salvation,  on  condition  of 
repentance,  and  have  power  given  them  to  repent  and  save  their 
souls.  But  if  we  admit  these  promises  refer  to  the  personal  sal- 
vation of  men  in  a  future  state,  still  it  does  not  follow  that  they 
are  absolute  and  unconditional,  but  the  contrary.  The  covenant 
made  with  Abraham  was  conditional.  The  condition  was/aiiA. 
"  Abraham  believed  God,  and  it  was  accounted  to  him  for  right- 
eousness." "  So  then,  they  that  be  oifaith^  are  blessed  with  faith- 
ful Abraham.' — Gal.  iii.  6. 

Moreover,  the  argument  of  Universalism  from  this  passage,  is^ 
logically  and  theologically^  false. 

First — logically  false,  in  making  the  conclusion  broader  than 
the  premises.  Let  us  state  it  sylogistically.  1.  What  God  ab- 
solutely promises,  he  will  perform.  2.  He  has  promised  abso- 
lutely, to  bless  all  nations  of  the  earthy  in  the  seed  of  Abraham. 
3.  Therefore  he  will  absolutely  and  unconditionally sive  all  nations^ 
FAMiLifs,  and  individuals  of  the  human  family,  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven.  Thus,  the  conclusion  being  broader  than  the  premises, 
the  argument  is  logically  false. 

Secondly — ^the  argument  is  theologically  false,  in  assuming  that 
the  jpromise  to  Abraham  cannot  be  fulfilled,  without  the  absolute 
and  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men  in  heaven.  Here  is  thtologi" 
eal  sophistry.  The  spiritual  blessings  embraced  in  this  promise,  are 
no  more  absolute,  than  were  the  temporal  blessings  promised,  by 
the  possession  of  the  literal  Canaan.  Thousands,  to  whom  the 
promise  of  Canaan  was  made,  failed  of  entering  that  land,  through 
unbelief.  And  St.  Paul,  writing  to  the  Hebrews  respecting  the 
heavenly  Canaan,  cautions  against  the  danger  of  *^  falling,  after 
the  same  example  of  unbelief."  I  take  the^ground  that  the  prom- 
ise of  God  to  Abraham  has  been  fulfilled,  and  is  fulfilled.  Christ 
has  come — all  men,  through  his  redemption,  have  a  personal  ex- 
istence— the  influence  of  the  Spirit,  by  which  Christ  is  the  "true 
light,  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world  *' — and 
the  promise  of  eternal  salvation,  on  the  improvement  of  the  light 
of  the  dispensation  under  which  they  live.  Hence,  St.  Peter — 
**  in  every  nation,  he  that  f eareth  God  and  worketh  righteottsae«i^ 


dnced  in  proof  of  the  final  holiness  and  hapjA 
But  what  Bhall  we  think  of  the  fairness  and  non 
taking  proofs  from  a  chapter  which  is  contradict 
system  of  Uniyersalism  f  My  friend,  Mr.  Aust 
lieve  the  plain,  positive  assertions  of  this  chapte 
helieve  that  sin  entered  into  the  world  ^^hy  one  r, 
•in  of  Adam  has  any  influence  upon  the  characi 
other  men.  Nor  does  he  believe  that  death  came 
trine  is,  that  men  would  have  died,  if  they  had  i 
directly  contradicting  the  Apostle,  who  says,  dei 
one  man^s  offence."  Nor  is  it  embraced  in  Uni 
lieved  by  Mr.  Austin,  that  men  are  made  righteo 
dience  of  Christ.'*  None  of  these  things  are  beli 
salists,  and  yet  they  quote  this  chapter  to  prove 

But  allowine;  them  to  believe  the  whole  of  th 
does  it  prove  ^r  them  ?  The  salvation  accruing 
Christ,  as  set  forth  in  this  chapter,  is  clearly  condi 
«pired  Apostle  commences  the  chapter  by  saying 
fied  byfaith,^^  and  have  "  peace  with  God  throu 
•us  Christ;'*  that  we  have  ^^ccess  by  faith  into  thi 
we  stand  and  rejoice  in  hope  of  the  glory  of  God  : 
by  saying,  that  ^^as  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death 
grace  reign  through  righteousness^  unto  eternal  life 
our  Lord:'' 

Isaiah  liii.  11 — "  He  shall  see  of  the  travail 
shall  be  satisfied.**  Universalism  also  rejects  1 
statements  of  this  chapter.  Mr.  Austin  does  i 
Christ  was  "  wounded  for  our  transgressions'* — * 
iniquities** — "  that  the  Lord  laid  on  him  the  inia 
or  that  **  by  his  stripes  we  are  healed.**  In  all  tl 
flatly  denies  what  tne  Bible  affirms.  The  plain 
Terse  referred  to,  is,  that  the  atonement  made  bv< 
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tioii*  I  can  do  60  the  more  readily  from  my  own.  wearied  condi- 
tion«  I  hope  he  will  hare  strength  given  him  to  carry  him  through 
the  arduous  labors  of  this  discussion)  as  I  pray  that  the  same  bles- 
aixijr  may  be  given  to  myself. 

Before  taking  up  another  arg^ument,  I  will  advert  briefly,  to  the 
suggestion  of  my  friend  on  the  passage  last  quoted  in  reference  to 
Christ.  ^*  He  shait  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul,  and  shaU  be  satis- 
fied."— <Isa.  liii.  11 .)    Elder  Holmes  declares  that  Universalists  do 

not  believe  this  passage,  nor  the  chapter  in  which  it  is  found 

that  we  do  not  believe  the  assertion  that  on  Christ,  was  laid  **the 
iniquities  of  us  all."  I  deny  this  allegation.  We  believe  both 
the  passage  and  the  chapter  containing  it.  We  give  the  prophe* 
cies  which  it  utters  in  regard  to  the  character  and  office  of  Christ, 
such  construction  as  the  laws  of  language  and  the  dictates  of 
sound  reason  require.  It  is  said  our  iniqtiUies  are  laid  upon  him. 
But  are  we  to  understand  this  literally  ?  U  so,  then  we  must  un* 
derstand  literally  the  declaration  of  St.  Matthew,  that  Christ  took 
upon  himself  **  our  tn^mtitej,  and  bare  our  «fdbus9ef ." — (Matt. 
Tiii.  17.)  If  my  friend  insists  that  Jesus  literally  took  our  tnt^i. 
ties  on  him,  then  he  must  acknowledge  that  Christ  became  de- 
praved, sinful,  guilty.  How  can  one  take  sin  upon  himself,  with- 
out becoming  gtdlty?  But  if  he  acknowleres  the  declaration 
^*  our  iniquities  were  laid  upon  him,"  should  he  understood  figU' 
rativelyy  as  when  it  is  said  he  bore  our  itifimiilies  and  sicknesses, 
then  we  perfectly  agree.  Universalists  fully  believe  the  assertion 
of  the  prophet,  that  Christ  ^'  shall  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul, 
and  shall  be  satisfied."  He  came  to  save  all  men.  Nothing  can 
satisfy  the  Redeemer,  but  the  perfect  a^ccomplishment  oi  this  great 
work.  It  is  the  Elder  and  his  partialist  coadjutors,  who  deny  the 
truth  of  the  declaration  under  consideration.  They  declare  that 
the  purpose  for  which  Jesus  commenced  his  reign,  will  not  be 
completed — ^that  he  will  be  defeated  in  his  mission,  and  be  com- 
pelled to  take  up  with  the  salvation  of  a  part,  when  he  came  ex- 
pressly to  save  the  tohole  i  In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is  impos- 
sible that  Christ  can  be  satisficd  with  his  work  :  and  thus  my 
friend's  theory  practically  enstamps  Jalsekood  on  the  declaration 
of  the  prophet 

The  seventh  Negative  Argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces, 
is  that  the  scripture  passages  most  relied  upon  by  Universalists, 
do  not  establish  the  unconditional  and  ultimate  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men.  This  term  **  unconditional''*  salvation,  is  one 
that  my  friend  has  frequently  used  in  reference  to  Universalism. 
And  he  also  speaks  of  **  absolute'^  salvation.  As  it  is  evident  that 
in  his  straitened  circumstances,  he  is  striving  to  make  a  little  capi- 
tal out  of  an  oft-repeated  use  of  these  woras,  I  must  be  allowed 
to  notice  them  a  moment.  He  would  convey  the  impression  that 
Universalists  believe  in  an  arbitrary  salvation,  diseonnected  from 
any  eondUiont  or  terms  on  the  part  of  the  creature.    In  this,  ha 
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80U1  wui,  eiiner  in  me  preseni  ivoria  or  in  me 
timateiy  brougbt  into  the  gospel  kin^om  through  n 
iaith.    Hence  ail  the  Elder  has  said  m  regard  to  **« 
salTation,  has  been  a  wasting  of  time  and  breath, 
lute?)  salvation — ^i.  e.  compUU  salvation,  I  know  of  nc 
haps  Mj  friend  believes  in  a  man's  being  half  saved, 
ha^  not  saved !    Bat  we  have  an  idea  that  a  creature 
at  all,  until  he  is  completely  saved ! 

In  this  Negative  Ar^ment  he  proceeds  to  notice 
sages  of  scripture  which  Universalists  introduce  i 
the  dcH^ne  of  the  world's  salvation.     My  friend's 
these  pasaagits  might  have  been  more  to  the  point,  h 
until  1  intiodueed  them  in  the  regular  train  of  m; 
But  being  exceedingly  hard  pressed  for  matter,  he' 
was  compelled  to  anticipate  my  scripture  evidences 
Uiaion  that  it  might  be  to  his  advantage  to  forestal 
the  audience  in  respect  to  their  meaniur .    I  have 
believed  it  woi|ld  be  eatier  to  notice  Uiese  passa 
introduced  them^  than  afUnoaris.    In  falling  into 
hawever,  he  but  proves  the  wisdom  of  Solomon's  < 
**  He  that  answereth  a  matter  before  he  heareth  it,  ii 
diama  unto  him."---(Prov.  xviii.  13.)    The  passage 
ticedy  will  in  due  time,  be  introduced  in  their  nppro] 
And  the  plain  and  evident  meaning  which  they  carr 
tbi  folly  ol  his  attempts  to  destroy  their  force,  and 
away  iato  nothingness.    In  the  mean  time,  I  cannot 
calling  upon  the  audience  to  notice  the  design  of  1 
this  department.     For  what  were  all  his  j^losses.  ai 
and  sophisms  introduced  !    To  speak  plamly,  they 
ed  to  take  awar  God's  words  from  his  own  mout 
thoae  oi  £ldes  Uolmes  in  Uieir  stead— they  were  des 
iraditi  and  dmy^  the  most  clear  and  emphatic  dedai 
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all  men  to  be  saved,  the  Elder  would  fain  make  yon  beliere  he 
meant,  but  a  part  of  all  men  !     To  the  same  end  are  his  labors 
on  other  and  like  passages. 
Mr.  Holmes  mentions  a  little  tract  entitled  "One  Hundred  Ar- 

Siments  in  favor  of  Universalism/'  by  Rev.  Thos.  Whittemore, 
oston.  He  declares  that  I  have  chiefly  taken  my  proofs  from 
this  pamphlet.  I  beg  th^  gentleman's  pardon,  in  Jenying  the  al- 
legation. My  arguments  were  drawn  legitimately  and  directly 
from  the  scriptures — as  the  audience  and  the  world  will  plainly 
see,  if  my  opponent  does  not.  But  the  Elder's  indignation  is 
greatly  stirred  up  by  this  little  tract.  He  becomes  so  exaspera- 
ted against  it,  as  to  fall  to  calling  it  hard  names/  He  insists  that 
instead  of  One  Hundred  Argumentt,  it  should  be  denominated  One 
Hundred  Sophisms  /  /  Our  hearers  willbe  not  a  little  surprised  at 
this  f  ulmination,  when  they  understand  the  character  of  this  tract. 
What  is  it  that  so  deeply  wounds  my  friend  ?  It  is  a  collection 
of  One  Hundred  passages  of  scripture  /  f  !  And  these  the  Presi- 
ding? Elder  stigmatizes  with  the  name  of  One  Hundred  Sophisms  !  I 
This  charge  of  sophistry  against  the  word  of  the  Most  High, 
would  be  ratner  serious,  were  it  not  that  it  was  probably  uttered 
in  a  fit  of  desperation^  that  deprived  him  for  the  moment  of  self- 
control  !  My  friend  is  not  alone  in  the  trouble  this  *'  Hundred 
Arguments''  has  ^iven  him.  For  the  last  ten  or  fifteen  years,  that 
small  book,  has  oeen  a  source  of  unceasing  torture-  to  the  great 
body  of  partialist  clergy  in  our  country.  That  One  HundreapuS'' 
sages  of  scripture,  all  clearly  teaching  the  salvation  of  the  entire 
race  of  man,  should  be  brought  together  in  a  bodvr  and  circula* 
ted  among  the  people,  dispelling  the  shades  of  darkness,  and  set- 
ting forth  the  true  scripture  doctrine  on  this  subject,  has  been 
<^  gall  and  wormwood  "  to  our  limitarian  friends,  but  their  oppo- 
sition to  its  circulation  has  been  in  vain.  The  people  will  re&d 
it — and  what  is  better,  they  will  believe  it,  despite  all  outcries  of 
sophistry  f  It  has  thrown  more  light  on  the  public  mind  upon  the 
teachings  of  the  scriptures  respecting  God's  purposes  and  the  ex- 
tent of  salvation,  than  all  the  preaching  of  the  ^*  Evangelical** 
ministry  since  the  days  of  the  Reformation. 

In  his  seventh  Negative  Argument,  the  gentlemen  says,  in  refer- 
ence to  1  Tim.  ii.  4,  that  with  all  my  Greek  I  have  not  shown 
that  **  theleiy^  [Will,]  means  any  thinr  more  than  God's  willing' 
ness  that  men  should  be  saved.  I  harmy  know  what  name  to  give 
this  declaration.  Is  my  opponent  unfortunately  forgetful,  or  is 
he  disposed  wilfully  to  misrepresent  facts,  and  determined  to  make 
up  in  naked  assertions  wholly  unfounded,  what  he  lacks  in  sound 
argument  ?  Be  this  as  it  may,  to  satisfy  the  audience  of  the 
reckless  nature  of  this  assertion,  I  beg  them  to  recall  my  argu- 
ment on  the  Will  of  God.  In  that  argument  I  diOwed  b^  nill. 
si^ptiire  illustrations,  that  ^^thelei^^^  is  nn^er  applied  to  God  in  tha 
Bible,  except  to  represent  his  Will  of  Purpose  ^xi^iDtUxvwfi^ywky 
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A  i^icoumo  Will  uui   ue  camioyeriea.      vvaeo  a  n^aieqi 
christian,  i>raY8t  ^^  does  not  beseech  God  to  send  any  « 
tares  to  dwell  in  sin  and  woe  forever.     It  is  possible  foi 
utter  such  a  prayer )  but  he  could  not  be  a  ri^hUous 
would  be  a  mirdened,  cruel,  sin-approving,  pain-lovi]|{ 
The  utterance  of  such  a  prayer  would  be  the  highest  e 
the  truth. of  total  depravity.    When  the  truly  rienteous 
include  all  nun  in  their  prayers.    The^e  beseech  God  li 
hearts,  to  purify  all  souls,  to  convert  the  tohole  world 
the  entire  race  of  humanity  to  reformation,  holiness « 
ness.    While  the  other  prayer  would  be  the  most  awful 
or  devil  could  make,  this  would  be  the  most  pure,  holy 
like  that  men  or  angels  could  utter  !     What  greater  or  h 
could  be  prayed  for,  than  the  universal  prevalence  of  rig) 
— that  Chrises  spirit  would  sanctify  every  heart  in  the 
Does  not  Elder  Holmes  pray  thus  ?    Does  he  not  besee 
brin^  sinners — all  sinners—to  repentance?     I  hope  fo 
credit,  and  for  the  credit  of  the  christian  ministry ^he  will 
this  %    Of  course  he  prays  that  this  may  be  done  m  a  pn 
ncr — ^i.  e.  in  God^s  way — through  repentance  and  compli 
the  terms  of  salvation.    Thus  pray  all  believers  in  tfa 
salvation. 

If  my  opposer  and  his  partialist  brethren  do  not  pr 
manner — ^if  they  do  not  pray  for  all  men — they  viol: 
the  plainest  injunctions  oi  the  New  Testament.  *^  I  exl 
fore,  that,  first  of  all,  supplications,  prayers,  intercesj 
giving  of  thanks,  be  made  for  all  men )  for  kings,  ar 
are  in  authority.'*— (1.  Tim.  ii.  1,  2.)  This  is  the  very 
to  be  prayed  for,  when  Christians  approach  the  1 
Grace.  **I  exhort  that  first  of  kiA^'*'^  etc.  Why  s 
thus  pray  iolt  all  men  ? — *^  For  this  is  good  and  aco 
the  sight  of  God  our  Savior.'^ — (v.  3.)  It  is  good  ai 
able  to  God.  that  nravers  Rhoiil#1  K<»  ma^*^  /*%•■  -»-— ' 
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men,  therefore  he  Wills  that  all  men  should  be  prayed  for.  In 
the  face  of  such  a  declaration^''  continues  the  Doctor,  **  how  can 
any  christian  soul  suppose  that  God  ever  unconditionally  and 
eternally  reprobated  any  man  ?  Those  who  can  believe  so,  one 
would  suppose,  could  have  little  acquaintance  with  the  nature  of 
God,  or  the  bowels  of  Christ."— (I>r.  C.  on  1  Tim.  tV.  4.)  The 
Doctor-s  question  is  very  sensible !  Sure  enough !  And  in  re- 
turn allow  me  to  ask  my  Methodist  brother,  how  any  intelligent 
mind  can  suppose  God  would  ever  create  a  human  being  plainly 
foreseeing  that  his  existence  would  terminate  in  eternal  woe  and 
sin  ?  **  Those  who  can  believe  so,  one  would  suppose,  could  have 
little  acquaintance  with  the  nature  of  God,  or  the  bowels  of 
Christ." 

The  ancient  Christian  Fathers  prayed  for  all  men.  St.  Cypri- 
an, who  lived  in  the  third  century,  m  his  defence  before  the  Ro- 
man Pro-consul,  said :  ^*  We  (t.  e.  we  christians,)  pray  to  God 
not  only  for  ourselves,  but  for  all  mankindy  and  particularly  for 
the  Emperors." — {Dr,  Clarke  on  1  Tim.  ii.  2.)  I)avid  prayed — 
"O  let  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked  come  to  an  end." — (Ps.  vii. 
9.)  The  Poet  most  beautifully  describes  an  aged  minister  utter- 
ing such  a  prayer  as  the  Apostle  directs. 

"  He  prayed  for  all  men  ]•*•••• 
And  as  he  dweh  upon  the  love  which  would, 
At  eome  far  period,  bring  all  wanderers  back, 
ITnto  their  Father's  house,  his  whole  frame  shook 
With  strong  emotion,  and  his  roice  grew  faint. 
Till  he  could  speak  no  more."-~MK8.  J.  H.  ScoTt. 

Still  more  positive  am  I,  that  I  shall  not  be  disputed  when  I 
declare  that  righteous  men,  that  true  christians,  DESIRE  the  sal- 
vation of  all  mankind.  What  kind  of  a  christian  must  he  be, 
who  does  not  dmre  that  all  should  repent,  come  to  Christ,  be 
filled  with  his  spirit,  and  become  happy !  A  very  depraved  man 
may  have  no  such  desire.  Indeed  cruel,  revengeful  men,  enter- 
tain no  feeling  of  this  description.  While  they  are  wicked,  they 
love  no  such  doctrine,  and  no  such  thought,  as  the  salvation  of 
all.  They  want  some  place  of  torment,  into  which  they  ardently 
hope  their  enemies  may  be  plunged  forever !  That  is  the  doc- 
trine the  depraved  like.  Hence  they  are  so  frequently  impreca- 
ting terrific  anathemas  of  eternal  damnation,  on  the  souls  of  those 
who  excite  their  anger.  Anathemas  which,  alas !  that  it  must 
he  said,  they  have  learned  by  hearing  them  so  often  thundered 
from  the  pulpit ! !  But  when  such  a  wicked  man  becomes  truly 
converted,  and  breathes  in  the  Christian  Spirit,  the  first  fruit  of 
his  change  of  heart,  is  that  all  his  disposition  to  denounce  endless 
wrath  on  his  fellow-beings,  ^nd  all  love  of  such  an  idea,  vanishes 
from  his  mind.  He  becomes  immediately  filled  with  a  desire  that 
die  same  forgiveness  which  has  been  granted  him,  may  be  ex- 
tended to  all  men  I    Then  he  desires  the  salvation  of  the  would. 
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llien  he  lores  the  thought  that  all  shall  come  to  repentance  and 
salvation !  Is  not  this  the  desire  of  every  new  convert  ?  Are 
they  not  then  truly  Universalists  ? 

There  is  this  most  extraordinary  and  marked  distinction  he- 
tween  the  different  doctrines  supported  hy  the  brother  opposite, 
and  myself.  While  I  must  not,  and  cannot  prat  nor  desire  that 
eternal  sin  and  wretchedness  may  be  the  doom  of  any  human  be* 
ing — while  the  Bible  no  where  calls  upon  me  to  utter  such  pray- 
er, or  entertain  such  desire — my  opponent  can  and  toill  both  pray 
and  desire  that  ALL  MANKIND  may  be  brought  to  forsake  sin, 
and  obtain  holiness  and  happiness ! !  His  Bible  expressly  ex- 
horts him  to  such  prayers. 

Where  does  such  a  desire  come  from,  excei>t  from  God  ?  And 
if  he  gave  it  to  man,  does  he  not  possess  it  himself  1  Can  a 
stream  rise  higher  than  its  fountain  ?  Can  the  creature^s  desires 
be  more  expanded,  more  benevolent  and  holy  than  the  Creator's  ? 
Is  there  not  the  same  desire  in  Christ,  and  aneels,  and  all  who 
dwell  in  heaven.  And  if  this  Desire  is  so  mignty  in  the  soul  of 
the  Christian,  as  to  lead  him  to  bring  all  men  to  the  feet  of  Je- 
sus in  repentance  and  love,  had  he  the  power,  will  not  a  similar 
desire  in  God — yea,  an  infinitely  stronger  desire,  lead  him,  in  his 
own  rood  time,  to  do  this  great  and  good  work  ?  Has  he  not 
abundance  of  power  to  complete  so  great  and  glorious  an  enters 
prise  1 

2.  The  Prayers  and  Desires  of  the  righteous  shall  be  granted. 
"The  prayer  of  the  uprieht  is  his  delight." — (Prov.  xv.  8.)  "He 
hearetb  tne  prayer  of  tne  Righteous." — (Prov.  xv.  29.)  "He 
will  fulfil  the  desire  of  them  that  fear  him." — (Ps.  cxlv.  19.) 
"The  desire  of  the  Righteous  shall  be  granted." — (Prov.  x.  24.) 
If  the  Prophets  of  old,  the  Apostles,  the  early  Christian  Fathers 
of  the  first  centuries,  all  prayed  for  the  salvation  of  the  entire  hu- 
man race,  as  we  have  seen — if  all  righteous  men,  all  true  chris- 
tians, in  succeeding  ages,  and  in  the  present  day,  sincerely  pray 
far,  and  ardently  desire,  the  reformation  and  salvation  of  all 
men — and  if  the  prayers  and  desires  of  the  Righteous  shall  be 
GRANT£D  by  the  same  God,  who  moves  them  thns  to  pray,  the 
argument  is  complete — all  will  eventually  be  brought  to  holiatefli 
and  heaven. 

My  Seventeenth  Argument  is  drawn  from 

the  P110MI8E8  OF  GOD. 

PitOPOtlTzoN..— 1.  God  has  promiMd  to  bless  mil  mankind  in  Christ  and  to  ht'm§ 
them  to  holiness  and  happiness.    2.  God's  promises  will  ultlmatelj  all  be  folfillad. 

Proof. — 1.  God  has  promised  to  bless  all  mankind  in  Christ,  ant 

to  bring  all  to  holiness  and  happiness.    The  careful  reader  of  the 

Bible,  will  find  therein  two  classes  of  promises,  viz,  Ct>nditi«fno$ 

and  Uneonditionai.   The  Conditional  Promives  am  tlMM  ^li^cmfejil 

AA  JBAO-^dii  his  compliatiot  with  cert^n  stipttlatioiii  ittd  ebidiitei; 
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The  promises  of  temporal  good  are  maide  to  depend  on  our  yielding 
obedience  to  the  laws  of  Industry,  Health,  Sobriety,  Economy,  etc. 
The  Promises  of  »piritual  good,  the  present  enjoyment  of  Religion, 
of  righteousness,  of  niety ;  the  present  comforts  procMding  from 
an  enlightened  confidence  in  God,  and  trust  in  Jesus — all  depend 
upon  certain  conditions  of  repentance,  faith,  and  practice.  The 
Scriptures  abound  with  these  conditional  promises.  But  none  of 
them  are  directly  connected  with,  nor  involve  the  final  destikt 
of  mankind,  'i  his  was  a  matter  too  important*  too  momentous,  to 
be  placed  on  any  contingency  resting  in  so  frail,  igiiorant  and  blind 
a  creature  as  man. 

But  above  these,  there  will  be  found  in  the  Bible,  certain  CTncon- 
ditional  promises.  They  are  Promises  which  man  has  no  power 
to  fulfill,  snd  no  power  to  frustrale.  Their  fulfillment  rests  pnmari- 
]y,  and  solely,  in  God.  They  depend  wholly  on  his  Veracity,  his 
Power  his  Wisdom  and  his  Resources.  These  promises  therefore* 
will  as  certainly  be  fulfilled  as  Jehovah  is  the  God  of  Truth !  It 
is  for  the  want  of  making  this  distinction  between  the  Conditional 
and  Unconditional  Promises,  that  Theologians  have  wandered  so 
far  from  a  correct  appreciation  and  understanding^  of  God's  gracious 
purposes.  It  is  amon^  the  unconditional  promises  of  God — those 
which  depend  upon  him  for  Fulfillment — that  we  find  a  large  and 
emphatic  clase  which  proclaim  his  purpose  to  bring  all  his  intelli- 
gent creatures  to  holiness  and  happiness. 

PaoMiBX — ^L  *'  I  will  put  enmity  between  thee  and  the  woman 
and  between  thy  seed  and  her  seed.  It  shall  bruise  thy  head,  and 
tlioo  shalt  bruise  his  heel.** — (Gen.  iii.  15.) — True  this  language 
is  figurative ;  but  it  nevertheless  contains  a  great  and  precious  prom- 
ise. The  Serpent  represents  sin,  **  The  seed  of  the  woman,"  re- 
leis  to  Christ.  The  woundr  which  the  serpent  inflicts  is  on  the 
keelt  a  part  where  but  little  comparative  injury  can  be  done,  repre- 
sent that  the  assult  of  sin  on  the  human  race,  will  be  temporary 
and  curable.  But  the  wound  which  the  seed  of  the  woman  gives 
the  serpent,  is  on  his  head,  a  place  where  a  wound  is  fatal.  ,  In 
this  we  have  a  representation  that  Christ  shall  inflict  a/o/o/  wound 
on  Sim — that  he  snail  overthrow  and  annihilate  it,  and  deliver  ihoso 
whom  it  had  bound  as  captives.    This  promise  is  unconditional. 

PaoMisx — ^ii.  To  Abraham  God  made  the  following  promise :-« 
*'  In  thee  shall  all  the  families  of  the  earth  be  ble8sed."---(Gen.  xii. 
3.)  This  promise  was  repeated  to  Abraham  again  and  apun. 
«*  And  the  Lord  said.  Shall  I  hide  from  Abraham  that  thing  which  I 
do ;  seeing  that  Abraham  shall  surely  become  a  great  and  mighty 
nation,  and  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  shall  be  blessed  in  him." 
— .<6en.  XV iii.  17, 18.)  Again  : — **  In  thy  seed  shall  ail  thenationa 
of  the  earth  be  blessed."— -(Gen.  xxii.  18.  The  same  promise  was 
renewed  to  Isaac : — **  I  will  perform  the  oath  which  I  sware  unto 
Abnhaa  thy  Father.  A nd  I  will  make  thy  seed  to  multiply  as  tha 
flten  a#  hia9re»»and  I  will  give  onto  thy  seed  all  these  countdet. 


,^,w0  a,uujumnies  oi  me  earm  snau  De  oiesseu. 
constitute  the  whole  sum  and  spirit  of  the  gospd 
Paul  says  they  compose  the  gospel : — '*  And  the  I 
seeing  that  God  would  justify  the  heathen  through 
befcre  the  Gospel  unto  Abraham  saying,  In  thee  s 
be  blessed." — (Gala.  iii.  8.)     Is  this  the   gospel 
those  who  style  themselres  evangelical  preachers  I 
clare  all  nations  and  families  shall  be  blessed  in  C 
preach  any  other  gospel  than  this,  they  preach  a  s 
What  does  St.  Paul  say  of  all  such :     **  Though  w 
from  heaven,  preach  any  other  gospel  unto  you  tl 
we  have  preached  unto  you,  let  him  be  accursed."- 
It  will  be  seen  that  these  promises  are  entirely 
True,  they  were  made  knotm  to  Abraham,  as  a  rewai 
fuliuit  in  obeying  God.     He  was  blf>ased  in  having 
a  purpose  so  great  and  glorious.     The  faithftdness  oi 
aot  the  condition  on  which  these  promises  should  h 
the  condition  simply,  on  which  they  should  be  meule 
God  had  determined  thus  to  bless  all  men  in  Christ,  loo 
ham  was  created.    If  Abraham  had  proved  faiihle 
still  have  carried  this  great  purpose  into  effect  throug 
mentalities.     Jehovah  is  under  no  compulsicn  to  i 
plans  in  one  particui-4r  way.,  or  not  at  all.     He  chc 
instruments,  his  own  means,  his  own  time.     Thus  sh* 
stand  the  language  of  St.  Paul : — **  Abraham  believ 
was  accounted  to  him  for  righteousness."* — (Gala,  iii 
Grod  would  fulfill  his  great  and  precious  promises  be 
believed  them.     But  Abraham  believed  he  would  fu 
that  belief  was  accounted  to  him  for  righteousnee 
Anostle  savs : — "So  thftn   ih^v  wK:/.k   ►»-  -^  *-■- 
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this  effort  he  makes  a  gveat  di^lav  of  ctitica]  acameB,  in  older 

that  ihe  sophistry  involTed  may  be  the  more  effectually  concealed. 
He  declares  that  the  promise  to  bless  all  natunu^  kindreds  and 
familiesy  in  Christ,  has  been  already  fulfilled — that  there  is  not  a 
nation  on  earth  which  has  not  even  now,  been  blessed  in  the  Re- 
deemer. This  is  strong  language  to  be  used,  with  any  expecta- 
tion of  being  belicYed.  The  credulity  that  will  receive  it,  must 
be  unbounded.  It  would  be  difficult  to  find  another  individual 
who  would  hazard  before  an  intelligent  audience,  an  assertion 
so  utterly  destitute  of  all  support  from  sober  fact,  as  this.  Vast 
numbers  of  nations  have  lived  and  died,  without  knowing  there 
was  a  God,  a  Savior,  or  a  gospel.  How  have  tbey  been  olessed 
in  Christ  T  The  EUder  replies,  that  they  have  been  blessed  by 
being  placed  in  a  condition  of  initial  salvation.  To  the  wonder- 
ing multitude,  this  word  *^  initial,"  may  be  supposed  to  convey  a 
vast  depth  of  meaning !  But  if  it  has  any  sense  in  the  connec- 
tion where  my  friend  places  it,  it  signifies  a  kind  of  salvation  of 
which  the  poor  heathen  have  no  knowledge,  until  it  is  too  late  to 
be  saved ! ! !  Then,  when  cast  into  endless  perdition,  for  the  first 
time,  they  learn  there  is  a  Redeemer  through  whom  they  might 
have  been  saved,  if  they  had  not  unfortunately  been  created  in 
heathenism ! !  Truly  thej^  should  be  extremely  thankful  for  the 
blessing  of  **  initial"  salvation !  The  Elder  also  says,  the  heathen 
have  been  blessed  in  Christ,  by  having  the  offers  of  salvation 
made  to  them.  I  meet  this  declaration  with  3,  flat  denial  of  its 
truth  !  Who  does  not  know  that  millions  of  heathen  have  never 
heard  of  salvation,  much  less  had  it  offered  them  !  It  certainly 
indicates  great  courage,  or  ^reat  stupidity,  to  make  statements 
which  the  veriest  schoolboy  in  the  audience  can  refute  ! !  More- 
over, Mr.  Holmes  insists  the  heathen  have  been  blessed  in  Christy 
by  the  salvation  of  all  who  die  in  infancy,  through  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ.  If  infants  can  be  saved  only  through  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  it  follows  that  all  who  died  before  the  atonement 
was  made,  were  lost  forever  ! !  There  is  no  avoiding  this  con- 
clusion from  my  friend^s  premises.  And  here  we  have,  in  all  its 
odious  deformity,  the  old  Culvinistic  doctrine  of  infant  damnum 
tion  !  !  The  whole  of  this  attempt  to  set  aside  the  plain  import 
of  these  promises,  possesses  a  shallowness  so  evident,  that  it  is 
astonishing  Elder  Holmes  should  jeopardize  his  reputation  in 
making  it !  The  pretence  that  all  tne  nations,  all  the  kindrjsjds, 
and  all  the  FAMILIES  of  the  earth  have  already  been  blessed  in 
Christ,  in  this  life,  cannot  be  made  by  all  the  art  of  my  friend,  to 
put  on  even  a  show  of  plausibility  ! !  It  is  a  poor  and  pitiable 
attempt  to  conceal  the  light  of  one  of  the  most  glorious  promises 
God  has  ever  made  the  world ! 

How  have  those  innumerable  multitudes  who  lived  in  heathen- 
ism before  Chrisfs  advent — those  since  his  advent,  and  those 
now  in  heathenism — ^been  blessed  in  Christ,  in  any  real  and  sub- 
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stantial  sense  1  This  moonshine  of  "  initidt"  saWation,  and  of- 
fers of  mercy,  never  heard  or  dreamed  of  by  those  who  are  dam- 
ned for  not  (ueepting  them,  falls  infinitely  short  of  coming  up  to 
the  great  blessing  contained  in  the  promise.  Millions  have  lived 
and  died  upon  whose  ears  the  tidings  of  salvation  never  sounded. 
It  is  but  utter  mockery  to  them,  and  in  plain  violation  of  all 
meaning  in  words,  to  insist  they  have  been  blessed  through  Christ 
in  this  life. 

We  must  look  to  another  state  of  being  for  the  entire  fulfillment 
of  these  *^  great  and  precious  promises."     Dr.  Doddridge  says, 
— "  Promises  of  keavetUy  fvlicity  were  contained  even  in  the  co- 
venant made  with  Abraham,  which  the  Mosaic  could  not  disan« 
nul."    That  promises  to  bless  all  men  in  Christ,  composed  the 
Covenant  which  God  made  with  Abraham,  is  evident  from  Gala, 
iii.  16  18.     The  kingdom  and  reign  of  Christ  are  not  confined  to 
this  brief  existence.     He  does  but  little  here,  comparitively,  to 
bring  any  soul  into  that  perfection  which  he  will  ultimately  bes- 
tow on  all.     Those  nations  and  individuals,  whom  Christ  does 
not  bless  in  this  existence,  he  will  make  objects  of  his  jnfiuence 
and  instruction,  and  the  recipients  of  his  blessinejiereafter.     The 
plain  principles  of  Impartiality  demand  this.     "The  father  loveth 
the  Son,  and  showeth  him  all  things  that  himself  docth.     And 
he  will  show  him  greater  works  than  these,  [i.  e.  greater  works 
than  Christ  does  on  earth,]  that  ye  may  marvel." — (John  v.  20.) 
"  In  my  Father's  house  are  many  mansions.    «    ♦    *    «    « 
I  go  to  prepare  a  place  for  you." — (John  xiv.  2.)     "  For  he  must 
reign  [both  in  this  world  and  the  next]  until  he  hath  put  all  ene* 
mies  under  his  feet."— (1.  Cor.  iv.  25.)     "To  this  end  Christ 
both  died  and  rose,  and  revived,  that  he  might  be  Lord  both  of 
the  dead  and  living." — (Rom.  xiv.  9  ) 

Promise  iii. — Break  forth  into  joy!  Sing  together  ye  waste 
places  of  Jerusalem.  *  ♦  «  «  The  Lord  bath  made  bare 
nis  Holy  Arm  in  the  eyes  of  all  the  nations :  and  all  the  ends  of 
the  earth  shall  see  the  salvation  of  our  God." — (Isa.  Iii.  9.  10.) 
The  words  "  all  the  ends  of  the  earth"  in  scripture  phraseolo- 
gy, signify  all  mankind.  Notice  the  Universality  of  this  promise. 
"  All  nations — all  Ike  Ends  of  the  Earth  shall  see  the  Salvation 
of  our  God."  It  includes  every  nation,  every  human  being  that 
ever  has  lived  or  ever  willlive  in  the  earth.  The  promise  is  un- 
conditional.  All  SHALL  see  and  experience  the  salvation  of 
God  1     Can  any  promise  be  more  explicit  or  ahsolutt  7 

Promise  iv. — "  All  the  ends  of  the  world  shall  remember,  and 
turn  unto  the  Lord ;  and  all  the  kindreds  of  the  nations  shall 
worship  before  thee.  For  the  kingdom  is  the  Lord's;  and  he  is 
the  Governor  among  the  nations." — (Ps.  xxii.  27,  28.)  None 
can  doubt  that  in  the  phrases,  "  all  the  ends  of  the  world,"  and 
**  all  the  kindreds  of  the  nations,"  the  Psalmist  designed  to  de- 
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•efibe  literaiiy  ALL  MEN .  Not  only  all  that  maj  live  on  tbe  earth 
at  any  certain  time,  but  all  that  have  ever  been  on  earth — all 
that  have  ever  belonged  to  any  nation,  tribe,  or  family.  What 
does  the  inspired  writer  say  of  their  nitimate  condition  ?  He  de- 
clares they  shall  **  remember" — be  instructed  of  God  and  Christ — 
*^  and  turn  unto  the  Lord" — the  influence  of  that  instruction  shall 
be  to  bring  them  to  repentance,  and  turn  their  footsteps  into  the 
paths  of  obedience  and  love,  and  cause  them  all  at  fast  to  sur- 
round the  Throne  of  the  Eternal,  and  in  joy  and  gladness  worship 
before  him  ! !  The  reason  assigned  by  David,  why  this  great 
work  shall  be  done,  is  perfectly  satisfactory  and  conclusive.  He 
attributes  it  to  the  Will,  the  Sovereignty,  the  Power  of  Jehovah. 
^  For  the  Kingdom  is  the  Lord's,  and  he  is  the  Governor  among 
the  nations!^' 

Promise  v. — ^*A11  nations  whom  thou  hast  made,  shall  come 
and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name." — 
(Pa.  Ixxxvi.  9.)  The  phraseology  of  this  promise  has  been  inten- 
tionally framed  by  its  author,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  it  ne- 
cessarily universal.  He  does  not  simply  say  **  all  nations,"  but 
"all  nations  WHOM  THOU  HAST  MADE,  shall  come  and  wor- 
ship before  thee !"  All  nations  who  ever  have,  do  now,  or  will 
hereafter,  exist  on  the  earth-^all  whom  God  has  made,  or  ever 
will  make,  in  our  world,  SHALL,  in  due  time,  be  brought  into  a 
condition  of  mind  and  heart,  to  worship  the  Lord  in  the  beauty 
of  holiness ! !  I  ask  if  language  could  possibly  frame  a  promise, 
which  could  express  in  plainer  terms,  tne  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  mankind ! ! 

Pkomisb  vi. — **  All  thy  works  shall  praise  thee,  O  Lord." — 
(Ps.  cxlv.  10.)  If  all  God's  works  shall  praise  him,  then  all  in- 
telligent beings  shall  praise  him.  What  can  this  prove,  but  the 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind  ?  Will  it  be  to  the  praise 
of  Goi  that  innumerable  millions  of  his  rational  o&pring,  whom 
he  made  expressly  to  glorify,  honor  and  love  him,  are  plunged  in- 
to endless  sin  and  woe  ?  Can  the  imprecations,  blasphemies, 
S roans  and  shrieks  of  damned  spirits,  be  called  PRAIS£  to  God ! ! 
I  Father !  forgive  those  who  in  deep  ignorance  and  blindness,  en- 
tertain a  view  of  thy  proceedings,  so  monstrous !  Who  does  not 
aee  that  to  have  this  glorious  Promise  fulfilled,  or  approach  to- 
wards a  fulfillment,  aumen  must  be  brought  to  that  condition  of 
holiness  and  love,  that  will  lead  them  cheerfully  and  gladly  to 
l:ill  before  the  Majesty  of  Heaven,  and  praise  and  adore  him  who 
liveth  and  rei^neth  forever ! ! 

Promise  vii. — *^  In  this  mountain  [the  Orosp«l,]  shall  the  Lord 
of  Hosts  make  unto  all  people^  a  feast  of  fat  things.  ♦  ♦  ♦  » 
And  he  will  destroy  in  this  mountain,  the  face  of  the  covering 
cast  over  all  people^  and  the  veil  that  is  spread  over  aU  nations. 
He  will  swallow  up  death  in  victory.  And  the  Lord  God  will 
wipe  away  the  tears  from  ofi  all  faces ;  and  the  rebuke  of  his 
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Eeople  sludl  he  take  away  from  off  all  the  eartk.  For  ijm 
lOrd  hadi  spokcQ  it."— (Isa.  xxv.  6 — 8.)  This  is  a  moat  preeiout 
promise !  The  **  veil"  of  ignorance,  the  **  covering*'  of  Jin,  which 
m  this  world,  have  been  cast  over  the  entire  race,  shall  be  anai* 
hilated  by  the  light  of  God's  truth — the  rebuke  which  sin  evei 
justly  incurs  shall  he  take  away,  for  sin  itself  shall  be  destroyed 
— tears  shall  be  wiped  from  on  ail  faces — Death,  the  (creat  ene- 
my of  man,  shall  be  swallowed  up  in  victory — ^and  ALL  PEOPLE 
shall  be  brought  to  the  Great  Gospel  Feast,  to  be  enjoyed  in  the 
presence  of  God  and  the  Lamb,  and  to  endure  forever ! !  Glor^ 
0U8  hope !— cheering  prospect ! !  How  the  christian's  heart  ex* 
ults  and  rejoices  in  contemplating  these  gracious  and  vast  RoMilta 
of  the  reign  of  the  Prince  of  Peace  ! !  !  All  that  the  Prophet  says 
of  Moab,  and  other  phrases,  in  the  concluding  portion  of  the 
chapter,  are  fij^urative  and  striking  expressions,  sienifying  that 
in  accomplishing  this  most  worthy  and  adorable  Promise,  God 
will  overcome  and  remove  whatever  obstacle  may  arise  to-prt^ 
vent  its  fulfillment. 

Promisx  viii. — *^  I  will  Ransom  them  from  the  power  of  tha 
grave.  I  will  Redeem  them  from  death.  O  death,!  will  be  thy 
plagues  f — [thy  overthrow !]  O  grave,  [Heb.  Sheol — Gr.  Hadks 
-^Efiglisk,  HxLL,]  I  WILL  be  thy  -DESTRUCTION !"— (Hoaea 
xiii.  14.]  Here  is  another  Promise  of  a  most  valuable  character, 
Jehovah  pledges  his  Word  that  both  DEATH  and  HELL  shall 
at  length  be  destroyed ! !  Elder  Holmes  DENIES  this,  and  insista 
that  both  Death  and  Hell  shall  endure  forevek,  and  hold  in  their 
awful  embrace  countless  multitudes  of  the  offspring  of  God  and 
the  redeemed  of  Christ !  Whose  word  should  be  believed  on  this 
subject — the  word  of  man,  or  the  word  of  Jehovah  ? 

Let  us  now  go  to  the  New  Testament,  and  we  shall  there  find 
a  class  of  unconditional  Promises,  equally  plain,  and  equally  sat- 
isfactory, with  those  already  introduced. 

PaoMi8£  ix. — **  Fear  not ;  for  behold  I  bring  you  f^ood  tidings 
of  great  joy,  which  shall  be  to  all  people." — (Luke  ii.  10.)  This 
Promise  was  given  at  the  birth  of  the  Savior.  Its  only  meaning 
is  that  the  rei^n  of  Christ,  in  its  final  results,  shall  carry  salvation, 
gladness  and  joy  to  all  the  race  of  man. 

Promisx  x. — '^  Thou  hast  given  him  [Christ,]  power  over  all 
flesh,  that  he  should  ^ive  eternal  life  to  as  many  as  thou  hast 
given  him." — (John  xvii.  2.)  How  many  hasGrod  given  Christ  I 
*^  The  Father  Loveth  the  Son  and  hath  ^ven  all  thiitos  [all  hu- 
man beines,]  into  his  hand." — (John  iii.  35.)  What  shall  be- 
come of  those  whom  God  has  given  to  Christ  ?  ^^  ALL  that  the 
Father  giveth  me,  SHALL  come  to  me.  [What  disposal  will- 
Christ  make  of  them?  Cast  them  out  into  endless  wretched* 
ness  ?]  And  him  that  cometh  to  me,  I  will  m  ho  wise  caat  out. 
For  I  came  down  from  heaven,  not  to  do  mine  own  will,  but  the 
him  that  aant  me.    And  this  is  the  Father's  Will  whidb 
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httllk  Best  me,  fttst  of  ALL  which  he  hath  giren  me,  [he  gave 
him  all  men,]  I  ehould  LOSE  NOTHING,  but  should  raise  it  up 
flgain  at  the  last  day.'^— -(John  yI.  37-39.)  This  Promise  covers 
aSt  whole  ffroiind.  It  proves  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  the  sal- 
vmtion  of  toe  worid. 

Plu>Miss  xi. — **  And  I,  if  I  he  lifted  up  from  the  earthy  I  WILL 
DRAW  ttU  men  unto  me.'' — (John  xii.  i2.)  Although  there  is  a 
condition  annexed  to  this  Promise,  yet  it  is  one  already  fulfilled. 
Christ  was  lilted  up  from  the  earth  on  the  Cross.  Hence,  if  his 
deelaration  is  truey  all  men  will  yet  be  drawn  to  him  ;  and  in  the 
premise  last  noticed  we  are  told  what  disposal  he  will  make  of 
those  who  come  to  him. 

Promise  xii. — '*  And  he  shall  send  Jesus  Christ,  which  before 
was  preached  unto  you  ,*  whom  the  heaven  must  receive  undl 
the  times  of  Restitution  of  ALL  THINGS  [all  intelligent  be- 
in^l  which  God  hath  spoken  [promised,]  by  the  mouth  of  all 
hii  liohf  PropheUy  since  the  world  began  ."--<  Acts  iii.  20,  21.) 
The  word  **  Restitution,''  is  from  the  ^Greek  ^^Apokatastaseot.^^ 
Ita  signification  is  "  the  Restoration  of  any  thing  to  its  former 
siftte — a  change  from  worse  to  better." — lRobinson*s  Cheek  Lexi* 
oim,'\  This  passage  records  God's  Promise  to  Restore  all  things 
— «li  his  earthly  creatures — to  a  condition  of  primeval  purity 
and  bliss! ! 

Many  more  Promises  of  like  nature  mifj^ht  he  introduced ;  but 
these  are  sufficient.  Here  are  twdve  Promises  of  God,  uttered  in 
the  most  solemn  manner,  and  in  the  plainest  language  possible,  all 
pleMng  the  veracitt  of  the  Most  High,  that  the  whole  human 
family  shall  eventually  enter  into  a  condition  of  obedience,  ado* 
ration  and  happiness.  Besides  these  assurances,  Peter  declares 
that  ALL  God's  Holy  Prophets  since  the  world  began,  have  tpoken 
at  frammd^  the  arrival  of  a  time  when  all  created  beings  shall 
be  restored  to  purity  and  bliss !  On«  promise  to  this  effect,  would 
be  enough  from  a  God  of  Truth  f  But  when,  in  condescension 
to  our  buodness  and  lack  of  faith,  he  has  mvUiplied  and  reiterated 
tibeee  Promises,  again  and  again,  how  full  of  unMief^  how  lost 
and  benighted,  the  minds  that  reject  them  ! ! 

2.  God's  Promises  will  ultimately  all  be  fulfilled.  To  believe 
thie,  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  that  Grod  will  have  to  violate 
muk^B  freedom  of  will,  or  ehoiu^  or  to  overlook  any  terme  or  coii' 
ditkney  enjoined  upon  his  creatures.  He  is  abundantly  able  to 
aeeomplish  his  Promises  through  the  medium  of  man's  freedom, 
and  a  fulfillment  of  all  conditions  of  salvation.  **  Work  out  your 
own  salvation,  with  fear  and  trembling :  for  it  is  GM  which  work- 
Bth  nr  Tou,  both  to  wHl  and  to  do,  of  his  good  pleasure." — (Phil, 
li.  12.  13.)  God  works  his  Will  and  Pleasure— accomplishes  his 
purpose  and  fuMlls  all  his  promises  through  man's  will  and  works ! 
The  Seriptnres  most  emphatically  declare  that  God  is  faithful  to 
fnliilUa  Promisee :— ''  Behold,  the  days  come,  saith  the  Lord,  that 


TT'T 


declared  thy  STRENGTH  amone  the  pea|| 
— *^  God  is  not  a  man,  that  he  uionld  lie  | 
that  he  should  repent.    Hath  he  tati,  aol 
Or  hath  he  spoken,  and  shall  he  not  MAR 
xxiii.  19.) — *'Let  vs  hold  fast  to  the  prof| 
out  vfttvemig ;  for  he  is  FAITHFUL  thai 
23.)    Abraham  ''  staggered  not  at  the  F) 
unbelief ;  but  was  iirong  in  faith,  giving 
heing  fully  ptriuaded,  that  what  he  had  p| 
also  to  perform''— <Rom.  iv.  20,  21.)    Hi 
my  opponent  and  all  of  his  class  of  thai 
laey  do  not  believe  that  God  is  abls  to  pe\ 
emphatically  and  repeatedly  promised  !    If 
Abrahamj  they  would  immediately  come  int 
joyment  of  those  *'  great  and  precious  promi 
clare  that  at  last,  he  will  bring  all  his  ere 
hearen.    The  first  step  in  obtaining  an 
grounded  faith  in  God,  is  to  settle  the  print 
whatever  he  has  promwd,  that  he  is  ABLE 
Mievt  this — Gent.  Moderators  ?    If  yo 
conriction  of  Jehovah's  ability  in  your  un 
MUST  believe  that  God  will  finally  save  alj 
as  he  has  mromised  to  perform  this  great  an 
Elder  Holmes  comes  back  again  to  my  ai 
of  God.    He  evidently  trembles  before  the  v 
and  is  not  satisfied  with  the  positions  he  ha 
He  declares  that  God*s  Will  is  absolute  na 
and  that  if  it  is  not  absolute  now,  it  Qeffii.^ 
eludes  that  as  sii 
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sod  ^  InitntUm  of  Jefaorah !    The  Will,  Purpose,  Intention, 

Desire,  of  an  infinite  God,  in  renrd  to  any  and  all  ihinf^,  mnst  in 

ererj  case  be  absoiute !    Any  Uiinir  contingent  is  uncertain.    To 

■ay  that  the  Will  or  Purpose,  of  Deity,  is  not  abFolute,  bat  eontin- 

gent,  is  to  say  that  it  is  uneertain,  and  that  not  the  eUf^htest  depen- 

deiue  can  be  placed  npon  it.    The  rital  error  in  the  objection 

which  the  Elder  nrges,  is  that  it  is  God's  Will  that  mankind 

should  be  saved  now — should  in  this  life  arrive  at  a  state  of 

sinless  perfection  and  happiness !     As  this  is  not  done,  he  falls 

into  the  conclusion,  that  the  Will  of  Jehovah  is  frustrated.    He 

does  not  see  that  in  adopting  such  a  conclusion,  he  destroys 

the  perfection  of  God,  and  makes  him  no  more  worthy  of  confi* 

dence,  so  far  as  anything  he  can  do,  than  man  !     But  it  is  not 

God^s  will  that  man  should  arrive  at  perfect  elory  and  felicity 

in  this  life.    Hence  his  will  is  not  frustrated  here.    It  is  his 

will  that  man  should  commence  his  career  in  feebleness,  ignorance, 

and  subjection  to  vanity,  and  should  be  elevated  at  the  maturity 

of  his  being,  through  a  well  regulated  progression  in  instruction, 

amendment  and  purification,  to  a  condition  of  sinless  perfection 

and  immortal  happiness ! !     This  is  God^s  Will ;  and  it  will  be 

earned  into  a  successful  and  glorious  execution  and  completion, 

if  the  Lord  is  God!  ! !    The  Apostle  has  declared  that  *' ne  will 

have  all  men  to  be  saved,  ana  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 

truth !''— (I-  Tim.  ii.  4.)     St  Paul  also  asserts  that  God  ''uwrketh 

ALL  THINGS  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  WILL  l->(£ph.  i.  11.) 

Who  will  dispute  Jehovah's  own  Revealed  Word  ? 

My  opponent  says  I  represent  Justice  as  in  search  of  an  inno- 
cent victim  to  satisfy  its  claims.    That  was  not  the  position  I 
took.     The  fatal  error  in  his  system  in  regard  to  God*s  Justice, 
is  in  representing  that  it  is  precisely  as  willing  to  inflict  its  penal- 
ties on  an  innocent  substitute,  as  on  a  guilty  criminal.    This  dis- 
robes it  of  every  trait  of  pure  justice,  and  makes  it  nothing  less 
than  blind  Revenge,  thirsting  for  blood  from  some  quarter,  and 
utterly  regardless  whether  it  is  the  blood  of  innocence  or  guilt,  so 
long  as  its  appetite  is  gorged !     It  is  quite  immaterial,  as  far  as 
'  moral  integnty  is  concerned,  whether  such  an  Attribute  went  in 
search  of  its  victim,  or  waited  to  receive  it.     Its  conduct  would  be 
equaly  abhorrent  in  either  sense.    But  Jehovah  possesses  no  such 
Attriliute.     His  Justice  inflicts  its  penalties  on  the  guilty  alone. 
And  its  punishments  are  not  administered  in  revenge,  to  torment 
and  destroy,   but  in  goodness,  and  with  a  purpose  to  restore  and 
save  the  erring ! ! 

The  only  reply  that  need  be  rendered  to  the  Botany  Bay  illus- 
tration of  Mr.  Holmes,  is  this :  That  if  the  British  Government 
had  received  full  satisfaction  for  the  punishment  due  the  crimi- 
nals, and  had  no  further  claims  upon  them — [as  his  theory  de- 
clares Justice  has  in  the  death  of  Christ,] — then  the  government 
aould  have  no  right  to  punish  them  another  moment.    So  far  aa 
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the  goremment  is  concerned,  the  criminals  would  be  entitled  to 
their  liberty.  And  if.  after  baring  all  .its  demands  against  the 
prisoners  entirely  cancelled,  the  goremment  still  persisted  in  im- 
prisoning and  punishing  them,  it  would  become  guilty  of  the  most 
shameless  cruelty ! !  This  last  act  is  precisely  what  modem 
Erangelism  charges  upon  God^s  Justice — ^that  it  has  had  its  de- 
mands all  fulfilled,  to  the  very  letter  in  Chrirt  ;  and  yet  obtains 
double  satisfaction  on  millions  of  sinners,  by  tormenting  them  for- 
ever ! ! 

My  friend  says  the  distinguished  writers  among  the  Unirersal- 
ists  are  MaterialisU — and  that  Materialism  comes  unavoidably 
from  their  writings.  This  is  a  naked  asurtion^  in  support  of 
which  he  cannot  show  any  reliable  proof.  I  think  I  am  as  well 
acquainted  with  the  distinguished  authors  among  Universalists, 
as  my  opponent.  Their  writings  generally  are  as  far  removed 
from  Materialism,  as  those  of  any  other  class  in  Christendom. 
And  there  is  as  little  of  Materialism  prevailing  in.  our  ranks,  as 
among  any  sect  in  the  land. 

He  complains  that  I  charge  him  with  teaching  that  we  can 
•am  heaven !  Well,  is  not  this  true  in  faef^  however  much  my 
brother  may  dislike  the  sound  in  i9or<fi  f  Has  he  not  contended 
throughout,  that  man^s  salvation  hereafter^  depends  upon  the  per- 
formance oif  certain  works  here  ?  Has  he  not  quoted  passage  af- 
ter nassage  of  scripture,  to  prove  this  doctrine  t  Did  ne  not  g^ve 
the  language  of  some  groaning  professor,  who  said — "  What  a 
miserable  pack  we  christians  are,  enduring  persecution  and  mis- 
ery in  this  life,  if  there  is  no  reward  hereafter  ?"  How,  then, 
can  I  misrepresent  him  in  his  views  on  this  subject  t  The  truth 
is,  our  Methodist  friends  are  in  a  perfect  fog  in  this  matter. 
They  are  saved  by  grace,  and  not  saved  by  grace — they  are  sav- 
ed by  works,  and  not  saved  by  works !  ! 

He  speaks  of  an  individual  who  said  he  would  give  up  Univet* 
ealiem  and  become  a  praying  man !  If  he  should  give  up  Univer- 
salism,  he  would  give  up  his  honesty,  his  benevolence,  his  love 
lo  his  fellow-beings,  and  to  his  Creator — he  would  give  up  a  life 
of  integrity  and  usefulness,  and  neglect  the  prayers  enjoined  in 
the  New  Testament.  I  acknowledge  he  might  abandon  all  this, 
and  ptill  become,  in  the  modem  sense  of  the  word,  *'  a  praying 
man !  !*'  The  world  has  witnessed  many  such  changes  ! — [  lYms 
expired, 

[Mft.  HOLMES^  TKKTH  RXPLT.] 

Messrs.  Moderators ;— Much  has  been  said  by  Mr.  Austin,  on 

the  subject  of  the  divine  will.    The  pertinacity  with  which  he 

clings  to  his  ar^ment  on  this  subject,  is  in  proof  that  he  regards 

ft  his  strong  point — that  if  this  position  be  left  in  a  doubtful  state, 

hJm  eau§e  must,  if  it  exist  at  iM^ftutttr  between  life  and  death. 
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I  have  already  dwelt  on  this  point  at  lai^^e,  and  it  certainly  can- 
not be  nece$sar]f  that  I  should  repeat  what  I  have  saidL  I  will 
therefore  only  give  it  a  passing  notice,  by  calling  your  attention 
to  the  main  features  in  my  argument.  Mr.  Austin  sets  up  the  doc- 
trine here,  that  God^s  will  is  absolute.  By  this  he  means  that  it  does 
not  depend  upon  conditions,  or  contingencies  involved  ifl  the 
agency  of  man — that  God's  will  takes  place — must  and  will  be 
enected  in  the  salvation  of  all  men,  regardless  of  all  conditions 
and  contingencies :  that  is,  that  man's  final  salvation  depends 
solely  and  entirely  upon  the  absolute,  independent  and  uncliange' 
able  sovereignty  of  God,  irrespective  of  human  agency  or  human 
confluct.  The  mere  statement  of  a  proposition  of  this  kind,  would 
seem  to  be  sufficient  to  place  it  under  the  interdict  of  common 
sense.  That  anything  farther  should  be  required  by  intelligent 
minds,  might  be  matter  of  surprise,  had  not  all  occasion  of  sur- 
prise been  removed  by  the  most  strange  and  fantastic  notions  al- 
ready presented  and  advocated  in  this  debate.  The  gentleman 
seems  perfectly  blind  and  reckless  in  regard  to  the  consequences 
such  a  proposition  draws  after  it.  Only  grant  him  the  ultimatum 
for  which  he  contends,  and  he  is  perfectly  indifferent  as  to  the 
process  by  which  it  is  secured. 

1.  Mr.  Austin's  notion  of  an  absolute  will  of  delerminc^ion^ 
destroys  the  moral  character  of  God's  government  as  to  final  re- 
sults; and  if  his  government  be  not  moral  in  its  final  results,  it 
cannot  be  in  its  intermediate  steps ;  this,  then,  would  annihilate 
moral  government  entirely. 

2.  It  robs  man  of  his  moral  and  responsible  character.  He 
cannot  be  a  moral  being,  who  is  not  held  responsible  for  the  final 
results  of  his  conduct. 

3.  By  taking  away  man's  moral  character,  my  friend  also  robs 
bim  of  his  power  of  moral  happiness.  Moral  responsibility  and 
the  power  of  moral  happiness,  are  inseparably  associated.  With- 
out the  former,  though  a  being  mignt  possess  physical  enjoy- 
ment, he  could  not  be  a  proper  subject  of  moral  happiness.  If 
the  gentleman  thinks  he  has,  by  his  process  of  reasoning,  annihl- 
latea  hell,  let  him  also  understand  he  has  annihilated  heaven. 

4.  The  notion  of  absolute  will,  is  not  supported  by  the  philo- 
logical argument,  nor  do  the  examples  furnished  by  scripture 
present  any  proof  that  the  original  '^Thelei*^  is  used  in  this  sense, 
in  regard  to  the  ultimate  destiny  of  men. 

5.  It  is  directly  contrary  to  the  plainest  teachings  of  the  Bible. 
We  can  know  nothing  of  God's  will,  except  as  revealed  to  us. 
If  God  has  any  will  other  than  his  revealea  will,  I  have  yet  to 
learn  what  it  is,  and  how  known.  God's  will  must  harmonize 
with  his  promises,  and  all  his  promises  are  connected  with  con- 
ditions, either  expressed  or  implied.  It  is  the  clearly  revealed 
will  of  God,  that  the  holy  and  obedient  should  be  saved,  and  that 
ihM  wicked  and  unbelieving  should  be  damned  *.  axxd  il^  v^^Vai*- 
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try  or  metaphysical  refinements  can  explain  it  away.  When 
God  would  raise  up  a  peculiar  people,  he  chose  Abram  as  the  in- 
strumenl,  through  whom  to  effect  his  purpose.  But  had  Abram 
refused  to  leave  his  country  and  kindred,  he  would  have  forfpited 
the  Ijonor  which  God  proposed  to  put  upon  him,  and  another 
would  have  taken  his  place ;  just  as  ftaul  was  rejected  from  being 
King  over  Israel,  and  the  throne  delivered  to  David.  Does  my 
friend  think  Saul  would  have  been  rejected,  if  he  had  been  obfdi- 
ent — or  that  Abram*  would  have  been  retained  and  blessed,  as  the 
father  of  many  nations,  if  he  had  been  disobedient  ?  Or  does  he 
suppose  the  obedience  of  the  one,  and  the  disobedience  of  the  other, 
were  alike  the  effects  of  God's  absolute  will  ?  If  this  latter  be  his 
conclusion,  the  subject  is  loaded  with  still  greater  difficulty,  since, 
not  only  is  the  scripture  contradicted,  but  the  character  of  God  pre- 
sented in  an  hypocritical  and  tj'rannical  light — as  punishing  Saul, 
and  commending  and  rewarding  Abraham,  for  the  results  of  his  ovn 
absolute  will.  The  sophistry  and  perversion  running  through 
all  my  friend's  reasoning,  is  m  supposing  God  will  carry  out  con- 
ditional purposes  and  designt»,  whether  the  conditions  are  met  or 
not. 

6.  This  notion  of  absolute  tr///,  makes  God  the  efficient  and  only 
author  of  all  sin.  The  gentleman  can  no  more  avoid  this  conclu- 
sion, than  he  can  make  a  new  world. 

7.  Finally,  it  disproves  the  great  object  at  which  he  aims, 
viz.  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  If  God's^ill  he 
absolute,  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  prove  that  all  men  will  be  saved 
— since  it  does  not  now  exclude  sin  and  misery  from  the  universe. 
As  sin  and  misery  are  now  consistent  with  God's  will  of  (ibwlnle 
determination t  it  follows,  for  all  the  gentleman  can  show  to  the 
contrary,  they  may  always  continue  so.  I  trust  the  foregoing  is 
sufficient,  and  that  I  shall  not  be  obliged  to  recur  to  the  subject 
again. 

The  16th  Argument  of  Mr.  Austin,  is  drawn  from  the  fact  that 
all  men  are  prayed  for.  Here  my  friend  contended  a  long  while 
for  what  no  one  disputes — that  it  has  been,  and  is,  the  general 
practice  of  Christians  to  pray  for  all  men.  But  did  he  ever  hear 
an  intelligent  Christian  pray  that  God  would  act  in  contradiction 
to  the  established  principles  of  his  government  ?  Prayer  is  effica- 
cacious  in  procuring  spiritual  influence  to  effect  human  salvation  ; 
but  no  inteliigent  Christian  expects  this  influence  conferred,  except 
in  harmony  with  the  laws  or  mind,  the  constitution  and  relations 
of  man^and  the  plan  of  salvation  ;  no  one  expects,  or  prays,  that 
God  would  make  all  men  holy  and  happy,  simply  because  he  has 
sufficient  physical  power  to  control  their  wills,  and  huddle  them  all 
into  heaven.  But,  how  should  a  Universalist  pray  for  all  men  ? 
Let  us  see :  "  Lord,  though  the  world  was  never  lost,  and  never 
|ftn  be — though  no  man  ever  did  forfeit  his  final  salvation,  and 
TTer  could,  if  be  sboald  try — yet  we  pray  thee  to  iave  ail  men  with 
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an  ererlasting  salration ;  and  tboo||^b  we  do  not  beliere  that  any- 
tiling  Christ  has  done,  or  can  do,  will  ever  effect  the  final  state  of 
men,  or  make  their  JS no/ happiness  any  inor«  fure  than  it  would 
have  been  if  Christ  had  never  visited  our  world,  yet  we  beseech 
thee  to  answer  this  our  prayer, /or  Christ's  sake.  Amen."  When 
I  last  ceased  speaking,  I  was  engaged  in  quoting  and  commeifting 
on  the  scripture  proofs  of  Universalism.  And  here  I  will  make  a 
proposition  to  Mr.  Austin.  If  he  will  produce  one  clear  passage 
from  God*8  word,  which  assures  us  that  salvation  in  a  future  state 
is,  in  no  senss,  suspended  on  conditions,  or  the  agency  of  man,  I 
promise  to  give  up  the  point,  and  suspend  the  discussion.  He 
'  knows  there  is  no  such  language  in  the  Bible ;  hence,  the  position 
he  holds,  so  far  as  scripture  is  concerned,  is  mere  assumption. 
The  last  text  I  named,  as  claimed  by  Universalists,  was  taken 
from  Isaiah  liii.  11th. — **He  shall  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul, 
and  be  satisfietl.*'  Our  explanation  of  this  is,  that  Ood,  who  is 
bound  by  his  holiness  and  justice  as  well  as  his  character  of  go- 
yernor,  to  respect  and  sustain  his  own  law,  saw  the  travail  of  his 
(Christ's)  soul,  and  was  satisfied ; — the  moral  value  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  was  sufficient  to  vindicate  the  law,  and  allow  the 
exercise  of  divine  clemency  towards  the  sinner. 

It  is  said  in  this  chapter,  that  Christ  ''shall  bear  our  iniqaities,*'  and 
that  '*  by  his  stripes  we  are  healed."  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to 
avoid  the  force  of  this  language  as  proof  of  a  vicarious  atonement, 
by  referring  to  the  fact,  that  he  *'  bore  our  infirmities."  This  is 
true,  but  the  manner  in  which  he  did  it,  is  abundantly  explained. 
By  his  miraculous  power,  he  cured  the  diseases  of  the  sick  and  in- 
firm. It  ia  nowhere  said  that  he  **  bore  our  sicknesses  and  infir- 
mities^* in  "  his  own  body,'*  or  that  «*  we  are  healed**  in  this  res- 
pect, *'  by  his  stripes,*'  both  which  are  said  in  regard  to  his  atone- 
ment, and  the  nature  and  efficacy  of  his  sufferings  for  us  as  sinners. 
Isaiah  xlv.  22-25. — "  Look  unto  me  and  be  ye  saved,  all  the  ends 
of  the  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else.  I  have  sworn 
by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  righteousness, 
and  shall  not  return,  that  unto  me  every  knee  shall  bow,  and  every 
tongue  shall  fewear.  Surely  shall  one  say,  in  the  Lord,  have  I 
righteousness  and  strength ;  even  to  him  shall  men  come  ;  and  all 
that  are  incensed  against  him  shall  be  ashamed.**  On  this  I  re- 
mark. 

First— Dr  Clarke  understands  this  paragraph  to  embrace  a  pre- 
diction of  the  general  spread  of  the  ^pel  among  the  nations  of 
the  earth,  which  we  know  to  be  predicted  in  the  Bible  in  various 
places.  The  word  of  God  has  gone  forth,  that  the  gospel  shall  be 
preached  in  all  the  world.  '*  Surely  shall  one  say,  in  the  Lord 
nave  I  righteousness  and  strength,** — he  regards  as  the  words  of 
Cyrus.  acknowle<lging  God  as  the  author  ot  his  successes.  But 
if  ws  suppose  the  whole  passage  to  refer  to  the  future  sxA  %ca^ 
•late  of  men  io  another  world,  tt  is  difl^ull  \o  m«  Wn  '"Cc  tsiSk'^A 
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pressed  into  the  -service  of  Unirersmlism,  since  the  language  em- 
ployed requires  ns  to  make  a  marked  distinction  between  the  right-, 
eous  and  wicked.  This  seems  plain  from  the  following  iacis: 
1.  It  is  the  **$eed  of  Israel"  who  are  to  be  justified  and  glory  in 
the  Lord.  This  language  is  never  employed  to  designate  eii  maii- 
kind ;  its  most  extensive  signification  would  embrace  otdy  the  lit' 
eral  Jews  and  spiritual  Israelites,  who  became  so  by  faiik,  2.  It 
is  said — '*  all  those  who  are  incensed  again:«t  him,  shall  be  asha- 
.  med.**  These  are  presented  in  direct  contrast  to  the  seed  of  Israel, 
who  are  to  be  justified,  and  glory  in  the  Lord.  3.  In  Rom.  xiv. 
11th.  St.  Paul  uses  this  passage  to  Illustrate  the  proceedings  of 
the  day  of  judgment,  when  every  man  "  must  give  account  of  him- 
self to  God'* — when  the  righteous  shall  glory  in  the  Lord,  and 
those  who  are  **  incensed  a^nst  him,  shall  be  ashamed."  Thus, 
you  see,  so  far  from  establishing  Universalism,  this  paragraph 
teaches  a  doctrine  directly  the  reverse  of  it. 

Psalm  ii.  8 — **  Ask  of  me,  and  I  shall  give  thee  the  heathen  for 
thine  inheritance,  and  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  earth  for  thy  pos- 
session." This  is  a  prediction  of  the  general  spread  of  the  gospel 
in  the  earth,  in  view  of  which  the  **  Kings  and  Judges  of  the  earth 
are  exhorted  to  '*  be  wise,"  and  submit  to  its  claims,  and  are  ad- 
monished that  a  refusal  will  incur  divine  displeasure — "  lest  ye 
perish  from  the  wa^,  when  his  wrath  is  kindled  but  a  little." — 
(verse  12.)  No  Universalisro  here.  Eph.  i.  9. — **  Having  made 
known  unto  us  the  mystery  of  his  will,  accordihg  to  his  good  plea- 
sure which  he  hath  purposed  in  himself ;  that  in  the  dispensation 
of  the  fullness  of  times,  he  might  gather  together  in  one  all  things 
in  Christ,  both  which  are  in  heaven  and  which  are  on  earth ;  even 
in  him,  in  whom  also  we  have  obtained  an  inheritance,  being  pre- 
destinated according  to  the  purpose  of  him  who  worketh  all  Siings 
things  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  will." 

The  '*  mystery  of  God*s  will,^  in  this  paragraph,  is  the  purpose 
of  God  to  make  the  Gentiles  nartakers  of  gospel  blessings,  on  a 
footing  of  equality  with  the  Jews.  This  was  hidden  from  the 
Jews,  until  revealed  through  Christ.  **  The  fullness  of  tiroes,"  is 
the  proper  period  for  developing  this  benevolent  design  of  heaven. 
To  **  gather  together  in  one,  all  things  in  Christ.''  relates  to  the 
actual  execution  of  this  purpose  of  God  through  Jesus  Christ,  who 
broke  down  the  middle  wall  of  partition,  and  offered  salvation  to 
Jew  and  Grentile,  on  the  same  terms.  To  nredestinate,  and  "  work 
all  things  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  will,"  is  to  form  a  purpose 
of  general  benevolence  respecting  his  subjects,  and  execute  that 
pnrpose  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  bis  government,  and 
the  agency  of  man.  In  this  way,  the  Apostle  and  those  to  whom 
he  was  writing,  had  **  obtained  inheritance  in  Christ,"  being  c4o- 
sen  to  sahaiion  *'  through  sanctification  of  the  Spirit,  and  belief  of 
the  truth."  For  **wbom  God  did  foreknow,  (as  believing  the 
inth,  mod  b§ing  sanctiiled  by  the  Spirit,)  them  he  did  predestinate  tp 
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he  eonforaied  to  the  inHi|;e  of  brs  Son  :**  and  by  consequence,  whom 
be  foreknew,  (at  rejecUng  the  tnith)  them  he  predestinated  to  the 
conseqaences  of  their  sin  and  unbelief.  Hence  the  language  of 
the  great  commission,  "  He  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned." 
Ii£itt.  y.  44. — «*  Love  your  enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you,  do 
good  to  them  that  hate,*'  &c.  From  this,  Unireraalists  argue,  that 
God  will  save  all  men  in  heaven,  whether  they  become  reconciled 
to  him  or  not.  The  passage  teaches  our  duty  to  be  kind  and  for- 
giving in  our  intercourse  with  one  another,  but  gives  us  no  assu- 
rance of  inevitable,  universal  salvation.  Our  Ix>rd  e.xplains  this 
latter  point,  as  well  as  the  application  of  divine  love  to  the  subject 
of  human  salvation,  when  he  says,  **  God  so  loved  the  world,  that 
he  gave  his  onlv  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  Mieveth  on  him 
might  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life."  Philip,  iii.  21.— 
'*  Who  shall  change  our  vile  body,  that  it  may  be  fashioned  like 
unto  his  glorious  body,  according  to  the  working  whereby  he  is 
able  to  subdue  all  things  unto  himself.*'    On  this  we  remark, 

1.  This  passage  refers  to  the  second  coming  of  Christ,  and  the  re- 
surrection of  tne  human  body — here  denommated  *'  our  vile  body." 
Universalism  denies  the  resurrection  of  the  body  as  here  taught — and 
maintains,  that  it  is  not  *'  our  vile  body,"  (the  same  we  have  here) 
but  tome  other  body,  which  is  to  be  possessed  at  the  resurrection. 

2.  The  18th,  19th  verses  make  a  clear  distinction  of  character  and 
destiny,  by  describing  certain  characters,  denominated  "  enemies  of 
the  cross  of  Christ,  and  **  tohoge  end  is  destructiony  3.  Being 
^*  able  to  subdue  all  things  to  himself,"  is  no  proof  of  universal 
salvation.  Though  taken  in  connection  with  nis  promises  and 
threateniugs,  it  is  proof  that  he  will  fulfill  the  former  in  the  final 
felicity  of  his  people,  and  execute  the  latter  upon  his  enemies,  in 
the  literal  realization  of  the  words  of  the  context,  **  whose  end  is 
destruction." 

Philip,  ii.  9-12.— *<  Wherefore  God  hath  highly  exalted  him, 
and  given  him  a  name  which  is  above  every  name ;  that  at  the 
name  of  Jesus,  every  knee  should  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and 
things  in  earth,  and  things  under  the  earth :  and  that  every  tongue 
should  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the 
Father."  There  are  three  things  set  fofth  in  this  paragraph. 
1.  The  reason  why  God  has  highly  exalted  Christ :  **  he  humbled 
himself,  and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the 
cross."  2.  The  obli^tion  to  confess  Christ,  growing  out  of  his 
character  and  exaltation :  **  that  at  the  name  of  Jesus  every  knee 
should  bow."    This  obligation  rests  upon  all  intelligent  creatures. 

3.  The  nature  of  the  confession :  *'  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."  This  is  not  an  a»suranceof 
ynconditional,  universal  salvation,  but  it  is  a  pledge  of  his  final 
coming  to  judge  the  world,  when  he  will  be  seen  and  acknowl- 
edged in  hM  true  character,  even  by  those  who  have  rejected  him. 
lIcA  may  '*  disallow"  Christ  fure,  bat  then  ^he  will  Tindica^  ^^la 
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cbaraetf r,  to  the  utter  confnskm  of  his  enewM,  ** 
destractioa.    Yes,  my  respected  audience, 

**  We  •hall  se«  the  day  sapreme, 
When  none  his  Godhead  will  deny  ; 
His  sorereifa  majesty  blaspheme, 
Or  count  him  1«m  than  the  Most  Hiosu*' 

John  xii.  32. — "And  I,  if  I  be  lifted  up  from  the  earth,  will 
draw  all  men  unto  me.  This  he  said,  signifying  what  death 
he  should  die."  The  explanation  of  this  passage  is  found  in  John 
iii.  14.— "And  as  Moses  lifted  up  the  serpent  in  the  wilderness, 
even  so  must  the  son  of  man  be  lifted  up,  that  whosoever  believeth 
in  him  should  not  perish,  but  have  eternal  life.*'  No  Universalism 
here. 

At  this  point  I  will  suspend  my  scripture  references,  and  take 
up  another  course  of  argumentation.  You  recollect  my  friend  ad- 
duced an  argument  in  support  of  his  position,  founded  on  the  Mis- 
sion of  Christ.  In  my  simplicity,  I  supposed  he  meant  the  death 
of  Christ,  and  spoke  of  it  in  that  light,  when  he  corrected  me,  as- 
suring me  that  the  death  of  Christ  was  not  embraced  in  his  argu« 
roent.  Well,  I  am  glad  to  have  my  error  corrected ;  and  now  I  beg 
leave  to  ask  two  or  three  questions. 

First,  What  is  the  mission  of  Christ  good  for,  without  his  death  ? 
The  scriptures  everywhere  connect  salvation  with  the  sufferings, 
death,  and  blood  of  Christ ;  but  nowhere  with  his  mission,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  these.  Christ  is  said  to  have  "  died  for  u^** — ^to 
have  "  redeemed  us  with  his  precious  blood ;"  he  '*  gave  himself 
a  ransom  for  us;"  he  bore  "our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the 
tree  ;"  he  was  "  set  forth  crucified  among  us."  We  are  said  to  be 
justified  and  saved  "  by  his  blood,'* — "through  faith  in  his  blood," — 
"  reconciled  to  God,  by  the  death  of  his  ^n,"  &c.  And  yet  the 
gentleman,  of  set  purpose,  or  "  malice  afore -thought."  excludes  all 
tnese  views,  and  builds  his  argument  on  the  mission  of  Christ, 
though  the  scriptures  attach  no  importance  to  Christ's  mission,  only 
Qjs  associated  with  his  suffering  ana  death. 

Another  question  is,  what  has  either  the  death  or  mission  of 
Christ  to  do  with  the  final  states  of  men  ?  Does  Mr.  Austin  in- 
tend to  admit  that  men  are  lost  in  respect  io  final  holiness  and  hap- 
Siness,  unless  saved  by  Christ .''  Does  he  admit  that  any  man  ever 
id,  or  can  forfeit  his  heavenly  felicity  ?  Does  he  believe  that 
the  salvation  of  any  one  man  is,  or  will  be,  any  more  sure^  on  ac- 
count oif  the  mission  of  Christ  to  our  world,  than  it  would  have 
been  if  Christ  had  never  existed  ?  Does  he  believe  that  the  salva- 
tion of  men,  as  to  their yiruz^  state,  was,  in  any  sense,  embraced  in 
the  design  of  Christ's  mission  ?  No ;  the  gentleman  neither  ad- 
mits nor  believes  any  of  these  things;  and  yet,  unless  he  distinctly 
admits  and  believes  the  affirmative  of  these  questions,  his  argu- 
\i  can  have  no  more  weight,  than  a  feather  thrown  into  this  as- 
Aj — indeed,  it  is  an  insult  to  common  sense.    The  argument 
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M  atterly  baselcM,  except  on  the  Boppositiori,  that  the  theology  of 
Uni  verftalism  is  as  false  as  the  Koran.  What  does  Mr.  Austin  intend 
by  giving  us  such  specimens  of  reasoning  ?  He  certainly  cannot 
intend  to  be  candid ;  to  suppose  he  does,  would  .be  to  impeach  hit 
intelligence.  He  probably  supposed  his  opponent  and  the  audi- 
ence would  overlook  the  inconsistency  and  absurdity  of  his  de- 
duction.   Away  with  such :  what  shall  I  call  it  ? 

Mb.  Austin. — What  you  please. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  do  not  wish  to  call  it  dishonesty,  and  yet  it  is 
an  artiAce — a  species  of  double  dealing,  or  slight  of  hand,  entirely 
unworthy  the  place  my  friend  occupies,  and  only  worthy  the  cause 
he  supports.     But,  let  us  see  if  we  can  ascertain  why  the  gentle- 
man cuooses  to  leave  the  death  of  Christ  out  of  his  argument.     If 
I  mistake  not,  the  subject  may  be  explained  by  reference  to  a  few 
Universalist  authors.     Ballou  says,   (On  Atonement,  page  122.) 
'*  Christians  have  for  a  long  time  believed,  that  the  temporal  death 
of  Christ  made  an  atonement  for  sin,  and  that  the  literal  blood  of 
the  man  who  was  crucified,  has  efficacy  to  cleanse  from  guilt ;  but 
surely  this  is  carnality  and  carnal  mindedness."     (Page.  123,) — 
'*  To  believe  in  any  other  atonement  than  the  putting  ofT  the  old 
man,  and  the  putting  on  of  the  new  man     ••••••    jg 

carnal  min.ledness  and  is  death.*'    Again,  he  says  (Expositor  I,  p. 
170.) — "  We  really  do  not  comprehend  how  it  is,  that  our  heaven- 
ly Father  cannot  forgive  the  sins  of  his  own  children,  without 
doing  it  in  pursuance  of  such  a  sacrifice  as  the  execution  of  an 
Infinite  Being  on  a  gallows^  erected  in  the  centre  of  the  universe." 
Mr.  Ballou,  Jun.  says,  (Expositor  II.  pps.  106, 107) — "  The  suf- 
ferings of  Christ  were  not  regarded  as  peculiar  to  himself,  but  an 
BhareOf  in  all  their  detail^  by  his  persecuted  followers.**    J^lr.  Lefever 
(in  the  Gospel  Anchor,  II.  5,)   maintains  that  the  sufferings  of 
Christ  for  the  world,  were  of  the  same  kind  with  the  sufferings  of 
our  revolutionary  heroes,  who  **  shed  their  blood  m  the  cause  of 
freedom— so  that  it  may  be  said,  almost  without  a  metaphor,  6y 
their  stripes  we  are  healed.**     Still  farther  on  the  same  subject. 
Mr.  0.  A.  Skinner  (Univ.  Illus.  and  Defended,  pp.  128,  129,  130,) 
eayf*,  Christ  ^*  suffered  as  the  Apostles  and  Christian  Fathers  tvj' 
fered.**    Jesus  gave  himself  for  the  redemption  of  the  world,  jujst 
as  the  revolutionary  fathers  gave  themselves  to  effect  the  freedom  of 
our  country.     When  Abner  Kneeland  was  in  his  glory  as  a  Uni- 
versalist preacher,  he  published  a  volume  of  lectures,  in  which  he 
holds  the  following  language  : — "  For  aught  I  can  see,  God  could 
just  as  consistently  forgive  sin  before   (the  death  of  Christ)  as 
since;  neither  does  he  now  forgive  sin  on  account  of,  or  with 
the  least  reference  to,  the  sufferings  of  Christ ;  any  more  than  ha 
does  on  account  of  the  sufferings  otthe  Apostles^  or  any  one  else 
who  has  suffered  in  the  same  cause."    How  exactly  this  corres- 
ponds with  what  we  have  already  taken  from  Bailouts  writings* 
can  be  seen  at  a  single  glance;  ancf  these  are  Mr.  Avi&t.v&:%Vw«tk\ 
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he  has  bioHell  OMd  Ungoige  q«te  aianlar  in  diis  tocBMwm,  dis- 
carding  the  connection  t>et«reen  the  death  of  Christ  and  the  jnatii- 
cation  and  salTation  of  the  sinner.  Moreover,  he  has  peconuDeod- 
ed  Mr.  Baiioa's  writinn  to  this  araembly,  from  whom  some  of  the 
most  ofiensiTe  of  the  abore  qootatioosare  taken.  And  each  is  the 
aniform  teaching  of  Universalisl  writers.  Mr.  Williamson,  in  tha 
*'  Exposition  of  Unirersalism,"  makes  the  only  difference  between 
the  death  of  Christ  and  that  of  the  martyr,  consist  in  the  fact  that 
he  died  voluntarily^  without  constraint.  Bot  on  the  principles  of 
UniTcrsaiism,  the  death  of  Christ  cannot  claim  even  this  poor  dis- 
tinction, since  Dmnr  of  his  ancient  disciples  had  their  election  be* 
tween  renouncing  Christianity,  and  martyrdom,  bnt  voluntarily 
chose  the  latter,  and  met  and  endured  their  sufferings,  too,  with 
much  more  patience  and  firmnefs  than  Christ  did ;  they  rejoiced — 
triumphed  in  their  sufferings  and  death,  but  Christ  discovered  tre- 
pidation—cried oat,  **  Father,  if  it  be  possible,  let  this  cup  pass  from 
me  I ! !" 

No  wonder  that  ITniTersalists  generally,  repudiate  the  ordinan- 
ces of  Christianity — Baptism  and  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Sup- 
per. To  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  Christ,  or  to  observe  the  Sa- 
crament ia  commemoration  of  the  death  of  Christ,  would  be  *'  ear' 
rying  Vujcke  too  far  *^  They  could  just  as  consistently  observe 
these  ordinances  in  honor  of  rani,  or  any  other  Apostle.  And  yet 
these  gentlemen  wish  to  be  acknowledged  as  Christian  ministers^ 
and  have  their  followers  acknowledged  as  a  Christian  denominO' 
tion  I!!  But  this  question  is  settled  by  Paul,  (2  Cor.  vi.  15,) 
*•  What  concord  hath  Christ  with  Belial?  Or  what  part  hath  he 
that  believeth  with  an  infidel  T* 

(  confess  1  am  shocked  at  these  impioui  and  blasphemous  sen- 
timents. I  can  scarcely  restrain  my  feelings  while  reading  them. 
Has  it  come  to  this  ?  the  death  and  blood  of  Christ  degraded  as  a 
common  thing  t !  Has  it  come  to  this,  blessed  Jesus,  that  men 
whom  thou  has  redeemed  with  thy  most  **  precious  blood,"  whose 
sins  thou  has  borne  '*!n  thy  own  body  on  the  tree,"  should,  like 
Herod  and  his  men  of  war,  set  thee  at  naught  and  mock  thee  ?  If 
this  be  not  treading  under  foot  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  God,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  know  what  is.  '*  0  my  soul,  come  not  thou  into  their 
secret,  and  to  their  assembly,  mine  honor,  be  not  thou  united.**  We 
have  now  brought  out  with  sufficient  plainness,  the  gentleman's 
motive,  in  repodiating  the  death  of  Christ,  and  building  his  arga- 
msnt  only  on  his  mission. 

Mr.  Austin  aigues  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men 
from  the  "  presence  of  God  in  all  men.**  It  is  based  on  (1  Cor.  xr. 
S4-28.) — "  Then  cometh  the  end,  when  he  shall  have  delivered 
up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Father :  when  he  shall  have  put 
dow^^^jde  and  all  authority  and  power.  For  he  must  reign 
ilpAttii^BHk^^  all  enemies  under  his  feet.    The  last  enemy  that 

ftd  is  death.    •    •    •    •    And  when  all  things 
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iluiU  be  nWved  «nto  ktm.  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  be 
•ahj'ect  unto  hioi  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be 
ali  in  ali.**  My  friend*s  dependence  is  mainly  on  this  last  clause, 
*'  that  Grod  may  be  all  in  all."  The  argument  is—if  Grod  is  m  all, 
all  must  be  finally  holy  and  ha^ny.  An  analysis  of  this  text,  will 
abow  at  once  the  futility  of  the  tlniversalist  conclusion.  Taken  as 
a  whole,  it  sets  forth  the  mediatorial  reign  of  Christ — its  object  and 
its  termination.    Its  several  parts  may  be  explained  thus : 

1.  The  end  here  spoken  ox  is  the  termination  of  the  mediatorial 
iciagiom  of  Christ,  when  be  shall  vacate  the  throne  of  Mediator, 
and  assume  the  office  of  Judge.  Acts  xvii.  31. — **6od  hath  ap- 
pointed a  day  in  the  which  he  will  judge  the  world  in  righteousness, 
by  that  man  whom  he  hath  ordained,"  &c. 

2.  To  put  down  all  rule,  and  authority,  and  power,  is  to  assert 
and  maintain  bis  spiritual  reign  in  opposition  to  all  bis  foes— defeat 
the  purposes  of  his  enemies,  and  overcome  and  destroy  those  who 
will  not  submit  to  his  spiritual  control.  (Ps.  c'x.  1.) — **The  Lord 
•aid  unto  my  I^rd,  sit  thou  at  my  right  band,  until  I  make  thine 
enemies  thy  footstool."  This  is  uirther  exj^lained  by  (Heb.  i,  13, 
aad  X.  13.) — "  From  henceforth  expecting,  till  his  enemies  be  made 
his  footstool."  This  mode  of  expression  is  taken  from  the  practice 
of  warlike  kings,  who  placed  their  feet  upon  the  neck  of  conquered 

foes :  lather  a  singular  way  to  represent  the  holiness  and  happi- 
aess  of  all  men. 

3.  The  destruction  of  death  is  efifeeted  by  the  physical  power  of 
God  in  the  resurrection  of  the  body, 

4.  By  the  Son  being  in  subjection,  and  God  being  all  in  all,  we 
understand,  that  there  shall  be  no  longer  a  separate  or  distinct 
government  for  the  Son,  but  his  authority  as  king  and  ruler,  shall 
be  absorbed  in  the  general  administration  of  Jehovah.  To  explain 
the  last  words,  **  God  shall  be  all  in  aU,**  we  refer  to  Colossians 
iiL  11,  where  it  is  said,  *^  Christie  all  in  all."  But  all  were  not 
saved  by  Christ,  tbough  he  was  all  in  all.  The  language  simply 
means,  that  he  is  the  only  Savior,  the  spiritual  Ruler  of  all  men ;  and 
those  who  believe  in  him,  whether  Jew  or  Gentile,  are  one  in 
Christ.  So  in  the  text  under  consideration,  **  God  shall  be  all  in 
all" — means  he  is  the  Creator,  and  sole  Governor,  and  Judge  of  all 
men,  to  whom  he  will  render  finaUy,  '*  acordin^p  to  their  works." 
*'  To  them  who  b^  patient  continuance  in  well  doing  se«k  for  glory, 
and  honor,  and  immortality :  eternal  life.  But  to  them  that  are 
eoatentioas,  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obey  unrighteousness : 
indignation  avid  wrath,  tribulation  and  anguith,  upon  every  soul  of 
man  that  doeth  evil,  of  the  Jew  first  and  also  of  the  Gentile." — (Rom. 
ii.  7.)  When  will  this  righteous  retribution  be  awarded .'  The  16th 
▼erse  informs  us — *'  In  tne  day  when  God  shall  jud^re  the  secrets 
of  men,  by  Jesus  Christ,  accortfing  to  my  gospel.'*  Does  this  look 
Uk^  the  emvitabUt  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men  ? 

Mr.  Aostio  has  given  us  an  argument  diaNvn  itomi^%  toiMMaiw3h% 
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of  Godt  which  he  argaes  hare  the  force  of  promifles.  Hence,  when 
God  commands  all  men  by  saying,  "  thou  sbalt  lore  the  Lord  thy 
God  with  all  thy  heart,"  it  is  to  be  regarded  in  the  li^t  of  a  prom- 
ffe  or  pledge,,  that  all  men  shall  love  God  with  all  the  heart.  Bat 
if  all  men  love  God,  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy.  It  is  an  easy 
task  to  show  that  this  argament  is  self-contradictory,  and  in  oth^ 
respects  unsonad.  In  a  former  speech  I  corrected  the  gentleman's 
misrepresentation  of  Wesley  on  this  point.  God*s  commands  have 
the  force  of  a  promise,  no  otherwise,  than  as  they  imply  that  those 
who  design^  and  aim  to  do  his  will,  shall  be  gracioasly  furnished 
with  power  to  obey  his  commands.  Mr.  Austin  assumes  that  every 
command  is  an  absolute  and  unconditional  promise,  fiut  this  idea 
contradicts  the  rery  nature  of  a  command.  A  command  supposes 
obligation  to  obey ;  obli^tion  to  obey,  supposes  power  to  disobey — 
and  power  to  disobey,  is  inconsistent  with  an  absolute  promise  or 
fledfe  that  obedience  shall  follow.  There  can  be  no  power  in  man 
to  violate  an  absolute  pledge  of  Almighty  God ;  hence,  in  rqcaitl  to 
such  pledge  or  promise,  there  can  be  no  moral  obligation,  and  no 
command.    Thus  the  argument  destroys  itself. 

Moreover,  how  does  the  argument  agree  with  facts  ?  God  com- 
mands  many  things,  with  equal  plainness,  which  are  not  observed, 
such  as,  *<  thou  shalt  not  steal**—"  thou  shalt  not  kill."*  These 
commands  are  adapted  to  this  life,  and  by  many  are  never  regarded 
with  favor,  and  with  respect  to  them  the  command  of  God  is  never 
obeyed.  The  world  is  full  of  such  facts,  all  of  which  refute  Mr. 
Austin's  conclusion. 

Finally,  if  the  command  of  €rod  that  men  should  love  him,  impo- 
ses on  them  the  necessity  of  obedience,  whv  do  not  all  men  love 
him  now  ?  The  command  is  as  plain  and  absolute  now,  as  it  ever 
will  be  :  we  can  have,  from  the  command  itself,  no  assurance  that 
it  will  be  mor«  efficacious  hereafter,  than  it  is  now :  but  it  does  not 
secure  its  own  fulfillment  in  this  life — Whence,  if  our  only  security, 
for  final  holiness  and  happiness,  arises  from  the  command  of  God 
in  itself  considered,  the  inference  must  be  anything  but  favdrabla 
to  the  salvation  of  the  whole  human  family. — [Time  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SLKVZNTH  8PEKCH.] 

Messrs,  Moderators: — ^Before  proceeding  to  notice  the  objec- 
tions urged  by  Elder  Holmes,  I  will  introduce  the  last  two  Argu- 
ments I  shall  offer  on  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  My  Eigk* 
teenth  Argument  is  drawn  from  several 

ANTITHETICAL  PAB8AGES  OF  SCRIPTURE. 

PBoroiiTi<m.— TIm  BcriptorM  declare  that  whatever  imperfection,  disobiKty  or 
•▼il,  God  nuLj  hare  rabjected  his  creatares  to  in  thit  life,  he  wiU,  in  doe  time,  de> 
liver  them  from,  through  the  instrumentalitj  of  Chriet. 

Proof. — That  the  Creator  should,  on  the  plain  nrinciples  of  eqni- 
^Mr§  mMttkiud  (torn  any  dis«dvaa\a^  \o  whick  he  has  Tslunta- 
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rily  expo.^ed  them,  I  have  already  shown  in  my  argument  from  the 
Jastice  of  GoJ.  It  requires  but  a  common  estimation  of  right  and 
wron^,  to  reco^^nize  the  correctness  of  this  position.  The  Bible 
fully  sustains  it  in  many  passages  framed  in  tne  form  of  antitheais^ 
where  one  thing  is  set  over  against,  or  to  balance,  another.  The 
following  passages  may  be  classed  under  this  head : 

**  As  we  have  borne  the  image  of  the  earthy,  we  shall  also  bear 
the  image  of  the  hcavenly.**--(l  Cor.  xv.  49.)  Here  one  event 
balances  the  other.  Who  have  borne  the  imare  of  the  earthy  ? 
All  men — all  that  have  bodies  of  flesh  and  blooS.  Then,  cdl  men 
will  bear  the  image  of  the  heavenly.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says : — 
'*  The  comparison  most  evidently  is  between  the  state  of  man  in 
this  mortal  life,  and  his  state  after  the  resurrection.  Here  all  men 
are  corrupt  and  mortal ;  and  here  all  men  die.  Then  all  men  are 
incorrupt  and  immortal ;  and  whether  holy  or  unholy,  shall  be  eter- 
nally immortal." — (Dr.  C.  on  1  Cor.  xv.  49.)  What  stronger  evi- 
dence can  be  required  to  prove  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
mankind  ?  In  the  resurrection  state  all  will  be  incorruptible  and 
immortal,  and  shall  bear  the  glorious  image  of  Christ,  tne  Son  of 
God.  To  say  that  creatures  who  are  incorruptible,  immortal,  glo^ 
rious  and  heavenly,  are  still  unholy  and  wretched,  would  be  ut- 
tering the  sheerest  nonsense. 

"  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  altre." 
— (1  Cor.  XV.  22.)  Mark  the  antithesis.  The  one  declaration  is 
maide  to  cover  the  same  ground,  and  to  possess  the  same  weight,  aa 
the  other.  All  that  is  lost  in  Adam,  is  restored  in  Christ.  And 
the  restoration  is  as  certain  to  be  experienced  by  all  men,  as  tha 
loss  has  been  endured  by  them.  Whatever  death  all  may  have 
suffered  in  Adam — whether  physical,  or  moral,  or  both — they  will 
all  be  delivered  from  it,  by  beine  made  alive  in  Christ.  How  ab- 
surd then  to  speak  of  ET£RNAL  death.  The  Bible  uses  no  suck 
words,  and  inculcates  no  such  sentiment.  Remember,  all  men  art 
to  be  made  alive  in  Christ.  What  will  be  the  moral  condition  of 
those  made  alive  in  Christ  ?  "  If  any  man  be  in  Christ,  he  is  a 
new  creature.  Old  things  are  passed  away :  behold  all  things  aro 
become  new.'^ — (2  Cor.  v.  17.)  All  are  to  be  made  alive  in  Christ, 
and  hence  all  will  become  new  creatures.  How  conclusive  and 
satisfactory  is  this  argument. 

It  is  in  vain  to  say  that  Christ  was  speakftig  only  of  the  resur- 
rection of  the  rigkteous.  Have  none  but  the  righteous  died  in  Ad- 
am ?  Besides,  Dr.  Adam  Clarke,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  quotation 
just  made,  acknowledges  St.  Paul  was  speaking^  in  reference  to  the 
resurrection  of  all  men,  in  this  chapter.  It  will  be  equally  una- 
vailing to  quote  the  next  verse — *'  But  every  man  in  his  own  or- 
der.** This  but  refers  to  the  order  of  time,  in  which  all  shall  be 
made  alive  in  Jesus.  It  does  not  contradict  the  fact  v&ft\^aSd9St«^x 
that  ALL  shall  be  made  aiive  in  Christ  I  \ 
^  " If  through  th9  ot[tnc9  of  one,  miny  ^oi  poUov— rumxDauii- 
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alll  be  dead ;  much  more  the  g^race  of  God, 'and  tbe*gift  by  gracf, 
which  is  by  one  roan,  Jesus  Christ,  hath  abounded  upto  many."— 
(Rom.  V.  15.)  In  regard  to  the  word  "  many,"  Dr.  Clarke  says— 
"  that  the  *aipollai,*  the  *manv'  of  the  Apostle,  here  means  a/7 
mankind,  needs  no  proof  to  any  but  that  person  who  finds  himself 
qualific^d  to  deny  that  all  men  are  mortal." 

**  As  by  the  (wnce  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  con- 
demnation ;  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the  free  gift  came 
upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life.*' — (Rom.  t.  18.)  In  these 
two  passages  it  will  be  seen  that  the  antithesis  is  equally  balanced 
and  perfect  It  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  weight  of  this  testimony 
goes,  what  was  the  nature  of  the  offi^nce,  whereby  aU  men  were 
brought  into  condemnation.  And  it  is  equally  immaterial,  what 
the  riffhteottsness  of  the  one  may  he,*  through  whom  all  men  are 
brou^t  unto  justification  of  life.  The  great  Truth  which  is  as- 
serted and  reiterated  again  and  again,  is  that  the  same  number  and 
the  same  beings,  who  were  brought  into  condemnation  by  the 
oflfence  of  one,  shall  be  brought  unto  justification  of  life,  by 
the  righteousness  of  one.  And  as  it  is  allowed  that  ai/ men  are 
brought  into  condemnation,  it  must  necessaiily  be  conceded  thai 
all  men  will  be  brought  to  justification  of  life. 

•«  For  as  by  one  man*s  disobedience  many  [ot  polloi — all  men] 
were  made  sinners ;  so  by  the  obedience  of  on**,  shall  many  \pi 
polioi — ALL  men]  be  made  righteous.** — (Rom.  v.  19.)  Here  it  is 
potitively  asserted  that  ALL  MEN  shall  be  made  righteous  through 
the  obedience  of  Christ.  Where  is  there  any  ground  for  debating 
this  question  farther,  if  we  are  disposed  to  give  the  least  weight  to 
the  solemn  declarations  of  6od*s  word  ! !  Dr.  Clarke  says :  **  It 
is  most  evident  that  the  same  persons  are  referred  to,  in  both  clauses 
of  the  15th  verse.**  The  Doctor  ridicules  the  idea  that  the  same 
nundber  who  experienced  the  loss,  will  not  experience  the  gain. 
He  thinks  if  Calvinism  was  true,  i.  e.  if  bat  part  of  mankind  are 
to  be  made  righteous,  then  St.  PauPs  language  should  read  as  fol- 
lows :  **  As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  all  M£n 
to  condemnation;  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the  free  gift 
came  upon  some  to  justification.**  **  As  by  one  man*s  disobedience, 
many  were  made  sinners,  so  by  the  obedience  of  one  shall  some  be 
made  righteous.*'  *'  As  in  Adam  all  die,  so  in  Christ  shall  some 
be  made  alive.*'  "But,**  adds  Dr.  C,  ••  neither  the  doctrine  [that 
but  a  part  shall  be  made  alive  and  made  righteous]  nor  the  tking 
ever  entered  the  soul  of  this  divinely  inspired  man.'*  Then  of 
course,  the  cfoefrtneand  the  thing  taught  by  St.  Paul,  was  that  all 
MANKIND  shall  be  made  alive  and  righteous  in  Christ !  There  is 
no  avoiding  this  conclusion  ! ! 

"  Moreover  the  law  entered,  that  the  offence  might  abound ;  but 
where  sin  abounded,  grace  did  MUCH  MORE  abound.  That  as 
ain  hath  reigned  unto  death,  even  so  might  grace  reign  through 
rijhteouinesB,  notoftemal  liC«,by  ]eimC\itYixo^\Atd;**-<Eoai^ 
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T.  20 — 21.)  Here  the  tins  of  all  the  world  are  pat  into  one  side  of 
the  Antithetical  scales,  and  the  Grace  of  God  into  the  other.  What 
is  the  result  ?  Does  Sin  weigh  down  Grace,  or  even  balance  it  ? 
No;  the  Grace  far  oat  weighs  the  Sin.  The  Apostle  declares  Je- 
hovah's Grace  to  be  MUCH  MORE  than  the  sins  of  men ! ! 
Upon  what  principle,  then,  can  it  be  maintained  that  Sin  shall  so 
infinitely  preponderate  over  Grace,  as  to  perpetuate  its  existence 
and  its  triumph  forever ! !  According  to  my  opponent's  doctrine, 
the  grace  of  God  is  but  as  a  feather,  when  placed  in  the  balance 
ag[ainst  the  mountain  weight  of  human  sin !  To  correspond  with 
this  belief,  or  grant  it  any  support,  the  Apostle  should  have  penned 
his  language  thus:  **  VVhere  sin  abounded,  grace  did  MUCH 
LESS  abound.  That  as  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  in  respect  to 
the  vast  majority  of  mankind,  plunging  them  into  endless  wrath* 
even  so  might  grace  reign  toward  a  meagre  few^  and  by  great  ex- 
ertions get  them  into  heaven  !^* 

Dr.  Clarke,  in  summing  up  his  remarks  on  these  passages, 
breaks  forth  into  the  following  strain  of  triumphant  exultation,  in 
which  I  most  heartily  unite  with  him:  *'Thus  we  find,  that  the 
salvation  from  sin  here,  is  as  extensive  and  complete,  as  the  guilt 
and  contamination  of  sin.  Death  is  conquered,  bell  disappointed , 
the  devil  confounded,  and  sin  TOTALLY  DESTKOYED !  I"  If 
Dr.  C.  does  not  teach  Universal  Salvation  here,  in  what  possible 
sense  can  he  be  understood  ?  These  Antithetical  passages  of  scrip- 
ture, afibrd  a  most  conclusive  argument  in  support  of  the  final  saU 
vation  of  all  mankind.  Let  Elder  Holmes  overthrow  it,  or  even 
weaken  it,  if  he  can ! 

My  Nineteenth  Argument  is  drawn  from 

DIRECT  SCRIPTURE  EVIDENCE. 

PftOPosxTiON.— The  Scriptares  distinctly  and  positively  assert  the  final  holinast 
and  happiness  of  all  mankind. 

Proof. — There  are  still  many  passages  of  scripture  which  sup- 
port the  affirmative  of  this  question,  that  I  cannot  do  better  than 
hring  together  in  one  body. 

1.  *'  There  is  no  God  else  besides  me ;  a  just  God  and  a  Savior. 
There  is  none  besides  me.  Look  unto  me,  and  ^e  ye  saved,  all 
the  ends  of  the  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else.  I 
have  sworn  by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  right- 
eousness, and  shall  not  return.  That  untS  me  every  knee  snail 
bow,  and  every  tongue  shall  swear.  Surely  shall  say.  In  the  Lord 
have  I  righteousness  and  strength.  Even  to  him  shall  men  come ; 
and  all  that  are  incensed  agamst  him  shall  be  ashamed.'* — (Tea. 
xlv.  21 — 24.)  Elder  Holmes  noticed  this  passage  in  his  last  speech, 
and  made  an  effort  to  destroy  the  meaning  which  lies  on  its  very 
face,  and  to  force  upon  it  an  interpretation  totally /or^i^^i  to  the 
intention  of  the  divine  writer.  He  says,  it  was  uttered  b\'  th% 
l^qpbel  ioAenote  the  general  sprtoi  oi  ll^%  (Oft^,   Tc^aS^h^vi 
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trae.  It  declares  the  gospel  shall  spread  $o  generally,  as  to  reach 
all  men,  and  cause  all  to  bow  the  knee  of  vrilling  obedience,  and 
confess  with  exulting  joy,  that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness 
and  strength  !  Moreover,  he  contends  that  so  far  as  the  extent  of 
salvation  is  involved f  all  the  passage  teaches  is  that  every  individ- 
ual shall  have  an  opportunity  to  be  saved !  Surely,  the  Most  High 
used  remarkable  language  to  express  such  an  idea.  When  he 
says  "  every  knee  shall  bow — every  tongue  shall  confess — shall 
SURELY  say,  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength** — the 
Creator  only  meant  that  every  knee  shall  have  an  opportcnitt  to 
bow — that  every  tongue  should  have  an  opportctnitt  to  confess, 
that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness  and  strength  ! !  How 
long  would  such  an  exposition  of  language  stand  the  test  of  criti- 
cism in  a  court  of  law,  or  before  any  authority  competent  to  de- 
cide the  meaning  of  words  ?  Not  a  moment.  To  insist  that  the 
passage  only  means  all  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  bow  the  knee, 
and  confess  with  the  tongue,  is  giving  but  a  portion  of  the  great 
truth  conveyed  by  Divine  Inspiration.  It  go<rs  farther,  and  asserts 
that  all  shall,  in  due  time,  improve  this  opportunity,  and  actually 
and  willingly  bow  the  knee  of  obedience,  and  exultingly  confess 
that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness  and  strength ! 

The  Elder  also  informs  us  that  the  word  one,  in  our  English  ver- 
sion— (**  surely  shall  one  say,") — was  added  by  the  translators,  to 
make  sense  of  the  passage.  If  this  was  their  object,  they  utterly 
failed ;  for  instead  of  sense,  it  makes  perfect  monsensc  of  the  en- 
tire connection !  There  never  was  a  word  more  arbitrarily  or 
foolishly  thrust  into  a  place  where  it  did  not  belong !  Of  all  that 
'*  look  to  God  and  are  ttaved*'^-of  all  that  bow  the  knee,  and  con- 
fess with  the  tongue — will  there  surely  be  but  one  creature  that 
can  say,  '*  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength  ?*'  What 
propriety  is  there  in  maintaining  that  the  word  **oiie'^  should 
oe  added  to  denote  Christ?  Will  there  be  no  one  in  the  uni- 
verse but  Jesus,  who  can  say  *'  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness 
and  strength  ?"  Will  all  the  rest  of  created  beings  be  plunged  in- 
to unrighteousness  and  helplessness  7  According  to  my  friend*B 
Trinitarian  notions,  Christ  is  the  very  God  himself !  What  propri- 
ety or  sense  is  there  in  representing  one  infinite  portion  of  the  God- 
head as  saying  that  it  has  righteousness  and  strength  in  another 
infinite  portion  of  the  Godhead  ?  Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  the  last 
verse  in  the  chapter — *^In  the  Lord  shall  all  the  seed  of  Israel  be 
justified  and  shall  glory*' — shows  that  the  promise  was  designed 
to  be  confined  to  but  ^portion  of  mankind,  the  *' spiritual  seed  of 
Israel** — that  is,  I  suppose,  modern  particdists !  Here  is  another 
instance  of  the  theological  tergiversation  for  which  my  friend  is 
becoming  eminent.  So  far  from  conveying  any  such  idea,  the  true 
intent  of  the  last  verse,  is  to  confirm  the  universality  which  runs 
through  the  whole  of  this  remarkable  prophecy.  The  inspired 
nfgmaa,  in  that  vene,  designed  lo  asittiaui«\atait\Vx%aMbax\k^\x 
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teed,  their  descendants,  although  hecoming  so  corrapt  as  eTentaal- 
IjT  to  be  cast  off  as  the  people  of  God,  were  still  included  in  the 
purpose  of  Jehovah  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  bow  before  him  in 
righteousness  and  strength.  This  view  is  corroborated  by  the  lan- 
guage of  St.  Paul—"  1  would  not,  brethren,  that  ye  should  be  ig- 
norant of  this  mystery,  •  •  •  •  that  blindness  in  part,  is 
happened  to  Israel,  until  the  fullness  of  the  Gentiles  be  come  in. 
And  so  ALL  IsRJL£L  shall  be  saved."— (Rom.  xi.  25,  26.) 

I  would  request  the  audience  to  reflect  maturely  upon  the  pas- 
sage under  consideration.  It  will  be  seen  that  it  was  uttered  to 
illustrate  the  perfect  Sovereignty  of  the  Almighty.  He  is  God,  and 
there  is  none  else  !  To  show  that  **  he  doeth  his  will  in  heaven 
and  on  earth,"  he  declares  his  great  purpose  to  save  *'  all  the  ends 
of  the  earth  !*•  He  makes  oath  that  "  every  knee  shall  bow  in 
obedience  to  him,  and  every  tongue  shall  surely  confess  and  say, 
that  in  him  tbey  have  righteousness  and  strength.*'  And  to  show 
that  this  universal  subjection  will  not  be  a  foreedt  but  a  irt7- 
ling  yielding  of  obedience  and  love,  he  asserts  that  *'  ali  incensed 
against  him,  [God,]  sb^l  be  ashamed !"  All  who  have  been  dis- 
ooedient,  shall  be  brought  to  see  the  perfeclions,  the  excellencies, 
and  mercies  of  the  Deity,  in  a  light  so  glorious,  that  they  shall  be 
ASHAMED  of  having  sinned  against  a  government  so  wise  and 
perfect,  and  a  Father  so  good  and  provident.  And  this  sense  of 
shame,  will  only  make  them  the  more  anxious  and  faithful  in 
yielding  the  high  homage  of  their  souls,  and  the  purest  love  of 
their  hearts,  to  the  gracious  Giver  of  all  good ! ! 

Friends,  ought  we  not  to  believe  this  language  of  the  inspired  pro- 
phet ?  Ought  we  not  to  believe  a  plain  and  simple  declaration  of 
God  ?  But  when,  in  view  of  the  gteat /at/A/cifneM  of  man's  heart, 
Jehovah  condescends  to  couch  his  declarations  in  the  form  of  an 
OATH,  ought  we  not  to  believe  him  ?  When  he  solemnly  swears 
**  by  himself,  because  he  could  swear  by  none  greater,**  that  all 
men  jshall  bow  in  obedience  before  him,  and  shall  SURELY  say, 
that  in  him  they  have  righteousness  and  strength,  who  will  pre- 
sumptuously assert  that  his  words  will  never  prove  true?  Or 
who,  asserting  this,  can  with  the  slightest  propriety,  claim  to  be  a 
believer  in  the  holy  scriptures  ? 

2.  *'  O  thou  that  hearest  prayer,  unto  thee  shall  all  flesh  come. 
*  *  *  *  As  for  our  transgressions,  thou  shalt  purge  them 
away." — (Pa.  Ixv.  2,  3.)  This  declaration  is  plain  and  positive/ 
It  asserts,  in  so  many  words,  that  all  flesh — all  men — shall  come 
to  God !  And  that  they  shall  come  to  him  in  obedience  and  grati- 
tude, is  evident  from  the  assertion  of  the  last  clause,  that  their  ini- 
quities shall  be  purged  away,  by  him  to  whom  they  shall  come  ! 
Let  my  friend  obtain  any  other  meaning  from  this  passage. 

3.  **  The  Lord  is  merciful  and  gracious,  slow  to  anger,  and  plen- 
teous in  mercy.    He  will  not  always  chide ;  neither  will  he  <eep 

anger  forever.** — (Ps.  ciii.  8,  9.)    If  thie  ]^aMa|b\»\Tsi^>^^^ 
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Universalism  is  true,  and  the  affirmatiTe  of  tbU  qnestioii  is  etfUb* 
lished.  I  know  Elder  Holmes  rirtually  deniea  the  truth  of  this 
declaration  of  the  Bible,  by  iosistinff  that  the  Lord  ie  quick  to  an- 
ger, and  limited  in  merey,  and  that  oe  wiil  always  chide,  and  toiil 
keep  his  anger  forever  ! !  But  this  denial  only  makes  it  neces- 
sary for  the  audience  to  choose  between  God's  word,  and  the  word 
of  an  erring,  short-sighted  mortal. 

4.  **  Every  valley  shall  be  exalted,  and  every  mountain  and  hill 
shall  be  made  low;  and  the  crooked  shall  be  made  straight,  and 
the  rough  places  plain.  And  the  glory  of  the  Lord  shall  be  reveal- 
ed, and  all  flesh  shall  see'  it  together.  For  the  mouth  of  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  it.*' — (Isa.  xl.  4,  5  )  Here  is  an  eloquent  descriptioQ 
of  the  gathering  of  all  souls  around  the  throne  of  God,  to  behold 
his  glory  and  rejoice  in  his  love.  To  represent  the  removal  of 
every  obstacle  that  could  prevent  the  accomplishment  of  a  purpose 
so  ^reat  and  gooj,  the  Prophf't  describes  it  as  the  filling  up  of  the 
▼alleys,  the  levelling  of  the  hills  and  mountains,  msiking  the  crook- 
ed straight,  and  the  rough  places  smooth  !  Thus  a  Great  High- 
way shall  he  prepared,  on  which  the  Lord  will  move  on  to  the 
complete  fulfillment  of  his  gracious  desien  to  restore  and  save  all 
men.  The  phraseology  of  the  passage  is  beautiful ;  but  the  Truth 
it  proclaims  is  still  more  beautiful  and  sublime.  It  is,  indeed, 
*'  like  apples  of  gold,  in  pictures  of  silver.*'  But  my  opponent 
cannot  agree  with  the  Prophet  of  God.  He  does  not  believe  the 
▼alleys  shall  be  filled  up,  nor  the  mountains  made  low,  nor  the 
crooked  be  made  straight,  nor  the  rough  places  smooth.  In  other 
words,  he  does  not  believe  the  obstacles  which  he  imagines  pre- 
vents Jehovah  from  completing  his  great  design  to  bring  all  his 
children  to  repentance  and  happiness,  will  or  can  ever  be  removed. 
He,  and  those  who  sympathize  with  him,  in  their  unbelief  and 
i^ithlessness,  fancy  there  are  impassable  gulfs  and  inaccessible 
mountains,  which  hedge  up  the  way  of  the  Almighty,  and  will 
forever  prevent  his  going  forth  to  victory  in  his  divine  purpose  to 
bring  to  holiness  and  heaven  the  great  race  of  man.  Had  they 
but  faiths  "even  as  a  grain  of  mustard  seed,"  they  would  see  the 
Arm  of  Omnipotence  removing  every  obstacle,  and  a  broad  Mih 
opened  for  the  zrand  consummation  of  ALL  the  Divine  Pur* 
poses !  How  ardently  should  they  utter  the  prayer  of  the  Apos- 
tles :     ^  Lord,  increase  our  faith  T'— (Luke  xvii.  5.) 

5.  *'  I  will  not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth ; 
for  the  spirit  should  fail  before  me,  and  the  eouls  which  I  have 
made." — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.)  I  ask  Elder  Holmes  the  meaning  of  this 
passage  of  scripture.  It  asserts,  in  so  many  words,  that  the  Lord 
WILL  NOT  CONTEND  FOREVER ! !  .'—neither  will  he  be  AIR- 
WAYS wroth ! ! !  Yet  my  opponent  believes,  and,  on  the  next 
question,  he  will  arise  here,  and  insist  bv  the  hour,  that  the  Lord 
WILL  contend  forever,  and  WILL  be  altoai^  wroth  I    Our  bear- 

MTM  art  in  duty  boond  to  determine  in  their  own  mindai  where  tlif 
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TBUTB  lies  on  tbis  sabject..  Tb^y  must  decide  wbetber  God  spoke 
trutb  when  he  said  '•  I  WILL  NOT  contend  /orwer"— or  whether 
Elder  Holmes  is  to  belieycd  in  contradicting  Jehova}!,  and  declar- 
ing that  he  WILL  contend  forever ! ! ! 

6.  '*  The  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever.  But  Iboofcb  be  cause 
grief,  yet  will  he  have  compassion  according  to  the  multitude  of 
his  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  willingly,  nor  grieve  the  chil- 
dren of  men.'* — (Lam.  iii.  31-33.)  Do  you  believe  tnis  declaration, 
Br.  Holmes?  Do  you.  Gentlemen  Moderators?  And  you,  re- 
spected audience  ?  If  you  do,  I  extend  to  you  all,  the  Right  Hand 
of  Fellowship,  as  believers  in  the  salvation  of  all  mankind,  and 
rejoice  that  you  have  entered  into  the  enjoyment  of  a  sentiment  so 
rich  in  satisfaction  and  peace ! !  But  if  you  do  not  believe  tbis 
language  of  the  Prophet,  then  you  have  an  account  to  settle  with 
the  Most  High,  for  casting  aside  his  revealed  purpose,  and  refu- 
sing to  receive  one  of  the  moSt  positive  declarations  of  the  Bible ! ! 
And  here,  precisely,  is  the  spot  where  friend  Holmes  and  the  par- 
tialist  clergy  stand.  Alas !  that  I  am  compelled  to  say  it,  of  a  class 
of  men,  who  profess  to  be  the  Ambassadors  of  God.  Instead  of 
receiving,  believing  and  proclaiming  God's  word,  as  it  was  dicta- 
ted by  the  Most  High,  and  recorded  by  the  pen  of  Inspiration — 
they  go  forth  to  deny  and  overthrow  that  word  !  Instead  of  re- 
peating to  the  people  one  of  the  most  glorious  announcements  con- 
tained in  the  scriptures— "  The  lx)rd  WILL  NOT  CAST  OFF 
FORRVER !"— they  declare  and  insist,  that  the  Lord  WILL  cast 
off  forever ! !  Thus,  for  the  sake  of  supporting  a  theory  which  is 
infinitely  dishonorable  to  God,  and  abhorrent  to  the  human  heart, 
they  ruthlessly  trample  the  Recorded  Truth' of  the  Eternal  under 
foot,  and  cast  the  awful  stigma  of  FALSEHOOD  on  their  Creator ! ! 
Can  an  instance  be  shown  where  a  partialist  clergyman  ever  quo- 
ted in  public  the  declaration — *'  The  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever" 
—except  to  give  it  a  flat  contradiction,  and  deny  the  doctrine  that  •' 
ntcessarily  flows  from  it  ? 

In  turning  to  the  New  Testament,  we  shall  find  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind,  equally 
plain,  positive  and  satisfactory. 

'  7.  **  The  Son  of  Man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which 
was  lost." — (Luke  xix.  10.)  My  brother  Holmes  will  make  no 
difficulty  in  allowing  the  truth  of  the  fintt  clause  of  this  sentence. 
Here  he  will  meet  and  agree  with  me.  But  will  he  allow  the  truth 
of  the  latter  clause  of  the  passage  ?  If  he  will,  then  we  shall  be 
perfectly  united  ! !  So  far  as  we  are  concerned,  the  Lion  and  the 
Lamb  will  lie  down  together  in  peace  and  love,  and  war  and  strife 
shall  end.  And  we  shall  be  united  precisely  at  the  point  toward 
which  all  theologians  are  tending,  viz:  that  Christ  will  finally 
eompiete  all  he  came  to  do.  I  had  strong  hopes  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  discussion,  that  my  friend  and  myself  would  get  very 
Btar  together,  if  not  become  perfectly  united,  before  its  close. 
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We  have  ilTeady  appromched  so  cloaeiy^  that  be  believea  oii«  h»lf 
of  a  declaration,  of  which  I  believe  the  whole/  He  believes  Chn«t 
came  to  *'  teck'"  the  lost.  I  believe  tbat  he  came  both  to  **  teelf 
ani  to  **  SAVE"  the  lost/  May  I  not  indulge  the  hope  that  tbe 
Elder  will  progress  in  his  knowledge  of  the  truth,  and  enlarge  his 
faith  in  the  Redeemer,  until  he  enters  into  the  belief,  that  Christ 
came  to  seek  and  to  save  the  lost ! !  Why  should  he  not  admit  the 
truth  of  the  last  declaration,  as  well  as  of  the  first  ?  As  plainly 
and  emphatically  as  Jesus  declared  he  came  to  seek  the  lost,  be 
declared  he  came  to  save  the  lost!  When  partial  dbctrines  and 
crecils  are  laid  aside,  it  will  be  seen  by  every  enlightened  mind, 
that  both  assertions  are  of  equal  weight,  and  equally  deserve  to  be 
b<;lieved  ! !  Christ  did  not  say  he  came  to  seek,  and  to  TRY  to 
save  the  lost;  but  absolutely  'Wo  SAVE*'  those  he. sought 

8.  **  Wherefore  God  also  hath  highly  exalted  him,  and  given 
him  a  name  which  is  above  every  name.    That  at  the  name  of  Je- 
sus, every  knee  should  bow,  of  things  iu  heaven,  and  things  in 
earth,  and  things  under  the  earth  ;  and  that  every  tongue  should 
confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father." 
— (Phil.  ii.  9 — 11.)     In  this  passage  the  Apostle  teaches  that  uni- 
versal  homage  and  obedience  shall  yet  be  paid  to  Christ.    The 
tongue  of  every  being,  both  human  and  angelic,  shall  exultingly 
declare,  that  HE  is  Lord,  to  the  dory  of  God  the  Father.     Tbat 
the  homage  thus  rendered,  will  be  cheerful  and  willing,  oo  tbe 
part  of  those  from  whom  it  will  proceed,  is  evident  from  tbe  fact, 
that  it  will  be  to  the  honor  of  Christ,  and  to  the  glory  of  God  !    A 
forced  homage — an  adoration  extorted  from  cringing  slaves — ascrip- 
tions of  praise  from  beings  engulphed  in  sin  and  wretchedness — 
can  neither  be  to  the  honor  of  Ctirist,  nor  the  glory  of  God ! !     But 
to  bring  an  entire  race,  by  the  instructions  of  the  gospel,  and  the 
influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  into  a  condition  where  they  willingly 
an  1  joyfully  bow  before  the  Redeemer  of  the  world,  and  acknowl- 
edge  him  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father,  would  be  a  specta- 
cle the  most  grand  and  glorious,  that  the  human  mind  can  con- 
ceive ! !     This  alone  is  the  honor  and  glory  that  can  be  acceptable 
to  Christ  and  to  God.     And  this  they  will  yet  receive,  ii  an}'  de- 
pendence can  be  placed  on  the  declarations  of  the  Bible. 

9.  **  It  pleased  the  Father,  that  in  him  [Christ]  should  all  full, 
ness  dwell.  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his 
cross,  by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself.  By  him,  I  say, 
whether  they  be  things  in  earth,  or  things  in  heaven." — (Coios.  i. 
19,  20.)  The  phrase  "all  things,"  Archbishop  Newcome  says,  sig- 
nifies all  intelligent  bsings  !  !  The  Methodist  Confession  of  Faith 
makes  a  not  very  trifling  mistake  on  the  subject  of  reconciliation. 
It  declares  that  Christ  came  to  reconcile  God  to  roan  !  But  tbe  Bi- 
ble, in  the  passage  before  us,  and  in  every  other  place  where  the 
subject  is  mentioned,  invariably  teaches  us  that  the  mission  of 
Christ  was  to  reconcile  man  to  God  !     St  Paul  declaret  it  to  hei 
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Gad*8  ieteimiiiatioii  to  reconcile  **  all  things**— or  all  men-^to  him- 
self, through  Christ.  And  to  accomplit<h  this  most  gracious  pur- 
pose, i:  pleased  the  Father  to  cause  all  fuHness  to  dwell  in  him. 
If  this  was  the  work  Jesus  came  to  perform,  and  if  God  gave  ALL 
FULLNESS  of  POWER  to  perform  it,  m  i  1  it  not  be  done  ?  If  my 
friend  says  t«ay,  as  his  creed  will  compel  him,  I  would  be  pleased 
to  have  him  inform  us  why  Christ  will  not  perform  so  good  and 
desirable  a  work,  when  he  has  all  fuLlness  of  Power  at  nis  com- 
BDand,  to  enable  him  to  effect  it ! ! 

10.  Jesus  Christ  **  gave  himself  a  Ransom  for  ALL,  to  he  testi- 
fied in  due  time." — (I  Tim.  ii.  6.)  "The  Ransomed  of  the  Lord 
shall  return,  and  come  to  Zion,  with  songs,  and  everlasting  joy  up- 
on their  heads.  They  shall  obtain  joy  and  gladness,  and  sorrow 
and  sighing  shall  flee  away." — (Isa.  xxxv.  10.)  1  desire  the  bear- 
er to  reflect  maturely,  upon  these  two  passages.  Who  are  the 
ransomed  of  the  Lord  ?  8t.  Paul  declares  ALL  MEN  are  ransom- 
ed hy  Chnst.  What  will  be  their  ultimate  fate .'  The  Prophet 
teaches  us  that  they  shall  return  to  Zion,  with  umgs  and  everlast^ 
ingjoy;  and  that  sorrow  and  sighing  shall  flee  away,  and  become 
annihilated  ! !  How  expressive,  and  how  conclusive  are  these  dec- 
larations of  Holy  Writ,  in  support  of  the  salvation  of  all  men ! 
Yet  my  opponent  must  deny  ail  this.  His  relentless  doctrine  will 
drive  him  to  trample  these  declarations  into  the  dust  beneath. his 
feet.  It  will  urge  him  to  insist  that  millions  of  souls  whom  he 
will  acknowledge  the  Lord  has  ransomed,  instead  of  returning  to 
Zion  with  songs  of  joy  and  gladness,  will  sink  into  the  pit  of  end- 
less despair,  with  shrieks  of  agony  and  frenzied  curses  on  their 
tongues  forever  1 1  But  will  you  believe  the  Prophet  and  the  Apos- 
tle, or  the  Presiding  Elder  ? 

11.  **  We  both  labor  and  suffer  reproach,  because  we  trust  in  the 
living  God,  who  is  the  Savior  of  all  men;  especially  of  those  that 
believe." — (1  Tim.  iv.  10.)  In  noticing  this  passage,  in  his  sev- 
enth Negative  Argument,  Mr.  Holmes  insisted  it  could  aflbrd  no 
proof  that  Grod  will  save  all  men,  because  all  are  not  saved  in  this 
fife,  and  according  to  Universal  ism,  (he  asserts,)  there  is  nothing 
from  which  they  can  be  saved  hereafter !  The  force  of  this  logic 
is  irresistible ! !  Look  at  it  St.  Paul  emphatically  declares  God 
is  the  Savior  of  all  men  f  Elder  Holmes  asserts  that  according  to 
Universalism  there  is  nothing  from  which  they  can  be  saved  here- 
after, therefore,  all  men  will  not  be  saved,  and  the  Apostle  has  ut- 
tered that  which  is  not  true/  f  This  is  a  specimen  of  the  reason- 
ing which  runs  through  a  great  part  of  my  opponent's  arguments 
in  this  debate.  Pray,  where  does  he  obtain  bis  information  that 
according  to  Universalism,  there  is  nothing  from  which  mankind 
can  be  saved  in  another  world.'  Universalists  belii've  that  every 
evil  which  the  hum<in  race  experience  in  this  life,  could  be  perpet- 
ii4Ued  to  another  existence  and  forever,  if  God  was  pleased  thus  to 
erder.    But  we  do  not  believe  he  will  immortalize  sin  and  wretch- 
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ednera  hereafter,  as  do  our  neighbors  of  other  denominafioiM.  Ik 
will  not  allow  the  evils  which  afflict  as  here  to  follow  as  there, 
but  will  save  us  from  their  power,  in  that  world  where  we  die  no 
more.  Yet  we  shall  all  continue  to  be  dependent  creatures  in  ano- 
ther existence.  There  we  can  only  live  and  enjoy,  as  God  is 
pleased  to  allow  us.  And  through  Eternity,  we  shall  be  saved 
from  want,  distress,  darkness  and  annihilation,  alone  by  the  pres- 
ence and  goodness  of  '*  the  God  of  Love  !"  If  St.  Paal  has  utter- 
ed the  truth,  in  his  declaration  that  God  is  the  Savior  of  all  men, 
then  all  will  ultimately  be  saved.  If  all  are  not  finally  saved,  then 
God  is  not  in  FACT  the  Savior  of  all.  And  if  he  is  not  the  Sav- 
ior of  all,  then  he  is  not  the  true  God — i.  e.  is  not  the  perfettGod; 
and  all  who  worship  him  as  such,  are  guilty  of  the  sin  of  idolatry! 
But  Mr.  Holmes  may  contend  that  the  second  clause  of  the  pas- 
sage limits  the  number  of  the  saved  to  a  part  only  of  the  race. 
This  construction  would  do  violence  to  the  good  sense  of  the  Apos- 
tle, or  rather  the  Spirit  which  inspired  his  pen.  It  cannot  be  sop- 
posed  the  latter  portion  of  the  passage  was  designed  to  contradict 
and  overthrow  the  truth  declared  in  the  first  portion.  This  would 
be  makmg  the  Bible  utter  nonsense  !  The  last  clause  is  but  an  €X- 
platMtion  of  the  manner  in  which  the  declaration  contained  in  the 
first,  is  carried  into  effect.  God  is  actually  the  Savior  of  all  men. 
Their  salvation  is  to  be  effected  through  belief.  When  men  be- 
lieve in  God  as  the  Savior  of  all  through  Christ,  then  they  enter 
into  that  special  enjoyment  or  salvation,  which  is  the  fruit  of  be- 
lief in  that  great  truth.  This  belief  will  extend  antil  it  fills  with 
the  light  of  its  presence,  every  human  soul.  For  in  due  time 
**  every  tongue  shall  confess  [its  belief]  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord, 
to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father  !*' 

12.  **The  grace  of  God,  that  bringeth  salvation,  bath  appeared 
to  all  men,  teaching  us  that  denying  ungodliness  and  worldly  lusts, 
we  should  live  soberly,  righteously,  and  godly  in  this  present 
world." — (Titus  ii.  11,  12.)  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says  this  passage  is 
expressed  in  the  margin  of  our  authorized  version  of  the  scriptures, 
thus :  *'  The  grace  of  God  that  bringeth  salvation  to  ALL  MEN, 
hath  appeared,"  etc.  To 'this  the  Doctor  adds,  as  follows :  **  It 
cannot  be  said,  except  in  a  very  refined  and  spiritual  sense,  that 
this  Gospel  had  then  appeared  to  all  men  ;  but  it  may  be  well  said, 
that  it  bringeth  salvation  to  all  men.  This  is  its  design.  And  it 
was  to  taste  death  for  ever^  man,  that  its  author  came  into  the 
world.** — (Dr.  C.  on  Titxis  li.  11.)  Inasmuch  as  the  grace  of  God 
hath  brought  salvation  to  all  men^  the  conclusion  is  self-evident 
that  all  will  receive  the  benefit  of  it.  The  fact  that  his  grace 
brought  salvation  to  all  the  race,  proves  that  God  foreknew  that 
all  woold  need  salvation,  and  that  all  would,  under  the  genial  in- 
fluences of  his  spirit,  accept  of  salvation  ! ! 

'13.  *^God  hath  concluded  them  all  [Jews  and  Grentiles — all 
mankind]  in  unbelief,  that  he  might  harve  mercy  upon  all !  !'*— 
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(Rom.  xi.  32.)    How  comprehensiye  these  terms !    JU  men  were 
included  in  unbelief  by  their  Creator.     For  what  reason  1    The 
Calvinist  replies,  that  he  might  reprobate  the  largest  portion  to 
endless  agony ! !    The  Methodist  cannot  away  with  a  santiment 
80  heartless  and  cruel.     He  denies  this,  and  insists  that  God  in- 
cluded all  men  in  unbelief,  that  offers  of  mercy  might  be  made 
to  all ;  while  he  clearly  foresaw  before  they  were  proffered,  that 
the  great  majority  would  not  accept  them.     In  order  to   agree 
with  the  doctrines  which  my  opponent  and  the  partialist  sects 
irenerally  advocate,  the  Apostle  should  have  written  his  language 
thus  :     ^^  He  hath  concluded  them  ALL  in  unbelief,  that  he  might 
have  mercy  upon  a  PART  !  !^^     But  St.  Paul  believed  no  such 
sentiment.     The  all-important  Truth  which  Divine  Inspiration 
directed  him  to  record,  he  has  expressed  in  most  clear  and  forci- 
ble language.     "  He  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief,  that  he 
might  have  MERCY  upon  ALL ! !''    Glorious  declaration !    Who 
can  misunderstand  it  ?     Who  can  doubt  its  truth  ?    Who  can 
hesitate  to  enter  into  its  belief ! !     Well  might  the  Apostle,  over- 
whelmed with  the  vastness,  the  grandeur,  the  elory  of  the  pre- 
cious sentiment  he  had  just  penned,  burst  forth  in  the  sublime 
doxology— "O  the  depth  of  the  RICHES,  both  of  the  Wisdom 
and  Knowledge  of  God !     How  unsearchable  are  his  jud^ents, 
and  his  ways  past  finding  out  !!»*»♦    For  OF  Him,  and 
THROUGH  Him,  and  TO  Him,  are  ALL  THINGS ! !    To  whom 
be  glory  forever.  Amen." 

14.  *^  And  every  creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on  the  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all  that  are 
in  them — [i.  e.  in  heaven,  earth  and  sea,]  heard  I  saying— 
Blessing,  and  honor,  and  glory,  and  power,  be  unto  Him  that  sit- 
teth  upon  the  throne,  and  unto  the  Lamb,  forever  and  ever ! !'' — 
(Rev.  V.  13.)  Professor  Stuart  says — "  Things  in  heaven,  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  is  a  common  periphrasis  of  the  Hebrew  and 
New  Testament  writers,  for  the  Universe."  And  he  adds,  in  re- 
ference to  the  passage  just  quoted — *^  If  this  be  not  spiritual  wor- 
ship, I  am  unable  to  produce  a  case  where  worship  can  be  call- 
ed spiritual  and  divine."  The  entire  universe,  then,  without  one 
exception,  will  yet  engage  in  paying  spiritual  and  divine  worship 
to  God  and  the  Lamb !  Where  is  there  room,  in  view  of  this 
mass  of  testimony,  to  indulge  a  doubt  in  regard  to  the  final  holi- 
ness and  happiness  of  all  mankind  ? 

Time  would  fail  me  to  introduce  an  abundance  of  scripture  tes- 
timony, yet  remaining,  all  supporting  in  the  strongest  terms,  the 
affirmative  of  this  c][uestion.  Here  I  rest  the  argument,  and  pro- 
ceed to  a  consideration  of  as  many  of  the  deaarations  of  my 
friend  opposite,  as  the  few  moments  remaining  will  allow. 

Elder  Holmes  repudiates  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity.  He 
assures  us  he  believes  all  men  are  brought  into  th«  Nvoi\d.\ti%^\3^<^ 
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of  moral  purity.  It  gave  me  pleasure  to  hear  this  acknowledg* 
ment.  I  rejoice  he  has  advanced  from  the  modem  eyangel* 
ical  {heory,  sufficiently  far  to  reject  the  old  and  abhorrent  senti- 
ment of  the  depravity  of  infants.  T  trust  he  will  maintain  this 
f  round,  and  not  draw  back  from  a  position  so  honorable  both  to 
is  heart  and  his  head.  On  this  he  widely  differs  from  the  Cal- 
vinistic  portion  of  the  partialist  ranks.  They  believe  in  total  de* 
pravity,  and  election  and  reprobation.  My  friend  spurns  these 
doctrines — he  repudiates  and  abhors  them  !  !  There  is  a  radical 
and  irreconcilable  division  upon  this  subject  among  the  Evangel- 
icals ;  and  yet  he  talks  of  a  few  minor  differences  of  opinion 
among  Universalists,  as  positive  evidence  of  the  falsity  of  their 
distineuishing  doctrine. 

In  nis  distress  to  find  something  of  weight  to  urge  as^ainst  a 
sentiment  which  his  own  heart  loves,  my  friend  flies  again  to  the 
doctrine  of  future  punishment.  Suppose  I  allow  all  he  has  said 
on  that  subject,  what  does  it  amount  to  ?  How  does  it  touch  the 
([uestion  in  discussion,  or  come  even  within  hailing  distance  of 
il  ?  The  question  readj — "  Is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  be- 
lieving that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy?"  Were 
the  gentleman  to  prove  what  many  Universalists  believe,  that 
men  are  punished  thousands  of  years  in  the  future  world,  what 
evidence  would  it  be  that  all  will  not  eventually  become  holy  and 
happy  ?  What  dificr3nce  can  it  make,  so  far  as  the  argument  is 
concerned,  whether  the  wicked  are  punished  a  long,  or  a  short  pe- 
riod, or  not  at  all,  in  the  next  existence,  as  long  as  scripture,  rea- 
son and  analogy  prove  that  ultimately  all  will  be  brought  to  re- 
pentance and  happiness  ?  Whatever  he  may  say  on  future  pun- 
ishment— however  strongly  he  may  prove  it — has  not  the  slight- 
est bearing  against  the  eventual  salvation  of  all  men.  It  must  be 
plain  to  evBry  observing  mind,  that  the  Eldef  s  studied  efforts  to 
lu^  into  the  debate  questions  in  regard  to  future  punishment,  the 
origin  of  sin«  the  materiality  of  the  soul,  and  other  matters  hav- 
ing no  necessary  connection  with  the  distinctive  doctrine  under 
discussion,  evinces  a  melancholy  lack  of  legitimate  arguments, 
and  his  graat  desire  to  turn  the  attention  of  the  audience  from  the 
true  question,  to  collateral  points,  where  he  thinks  there  is  more 
hope  of  success ! 

Mr.  Holmes  charges  Universalism  with  teaching  that  it  maket 
no  difference  how  men  live — that  they  have  but  to  seize  the  plea- 
sures of  the  present  day,  reckless  of  the  future.  In  his  ninth  or 
tenth  speech,  he  also  cried  out,  in  the  sublime  language  of  some 
doggerel  rhymester — "  No  devil ! — no  hell ! — no  broad  gate !  !" 
And  then  burst  forth  in  ejaculations  of  horror  at  the  enormities 
of  the  doctrine  of  God^s  impartial  grace.  In  the  first  place,  let 
me  state  my  conviction,  that  in  making  these  declarations,  he 
must  have  been  fully  aware  he  was  wilfully  misrepresenting  the 
%ii^entB  J  advocate.    He  knows  Universalism  utters  no  such 
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laniard — ^holds  out  no*  such  inducements — inculcates  no  sucli 
piincipTes.  These  charges  afford  a  fair  specimen  of  the  views 
and  motives  of  a  large  class  among  partialist  professors  of  reli- 
gion. To  worship  and  serve  God  from  the  promptings  of  love, 
gratitude,  and  filial  respect — to  lead  a  religious  life,  for  the  high 
satisfaction,  the  sweet  peace,  it  day  by  day  bestows  upon  the 
sincere  christian — to  be  honest,  virtuous,  temperate,  benevolent, 
from  a  love  of  these  principles — does  not  seem  ever  to  have  enter- 
ed their  imaginations.  They  appear  to  consider  religion  to  con- 
sist in  a  hurried  scramble  to  get  away  from  an  omnipotent  devil, 
and  a  flaming  hell.  This  is  the  only  object  they  can  possibly 
conceive  that  calls  for  any  religion.  And  if  these  things  did  not 
exist,  if  they  were  not  under  a  continual  terror  in  regard  to  them, 
many  have  confessed  they  would  set  no  bounds  to  the  gratifica- 
tion of  the  wicked  passions  which  burn  in  their  bosoms.  Hence 
their  surprise,  that  there  can  be  any  kind  of  true  religion  without 
resting  on  faith  in  the  devil  and  hell ;  and  hence  the  ridicule  they 
attempt  to  cast  on  the  idea,  that  a  system  without  these  notions 
as  fundamental  principles,  can  exert  any  moral  restraint  on  those 
who  adopt  it.  Universalists  believe  all  the  Bible  says  of  the 
devil,  and  of  hell.  But  they  do  not  dress  up  these  words  in  the 
borrowed  fictions  of  heathenism!!  He  speaks  of  "seizinethe 
pleasures  of  the  present  day'' — by  which  he  means  sinful  pleas- 
ures !  This  is  the  light  in  which  Elder  Holmes  and  his  class  of 
religionists,  view  sin.  They  look  upon  it,  and  describe  it— as  he 
now  does — as  something  desirable — something  calculated  to  give 

S'eat  pleasure.  And  it  is  from  this  view  of  the  pleasures  of  sin^ 
at  they  seem  led  to  look  upon  a  religious  life  as  a  great  "  cross" ' 
— a  heavy  burthen,  which  christians  are  compelled  very  reluctant- 
ly to  carry  !  While  treading  with  tardy  footsteps  the  way  of  du- 
ty, they  appear  to  look  with  longing  eyes  to  *'  the  pleasant  paths 
of  sin,"  as  a  road  they  would  Lke  to  travel  and  wvuld^  too,  were 
it  not  for  their  fears.  Yea,  one  of  the  arguments  on  which  they 
predicate  the  future  reward  of  the  righteous,  is  that  God  deprives 
them,  in  this  life,  of  so  many  enjoyments  and  pleasures,  which  the 
wicked  experience — and  compels  them  to  subject  themselves  to 
60  many  deprivations,  while  the  sinful  are  prosperous  and  happy, 
that  he  ought  to  reward  them,  on  the  plainest  principles  of  jus- 
tice, with  endless  felicity  hereafter ! !  Now,  allow  me  to  show  the 
language  which  modern  Orthodoxy  addresses  to  men ;  and  it  shall 
be  no  misrepresentation  of  its  teachings.  It  virtually  says  to  the 
world— "It  makes  no  difference  how  you  LIVE;  but  it  makes  a 
great  difference  how  you  DIE ! ■'  You  can  "  seize  the  pleasures 
of  the  present  day'- — yovL  can  dance  along  the  flowery  and  de- 
lightful way  of  wicked  indulgence — you  can  sin  to  your  heart's 
content !  Only  be  careful  to  DIE  right !  Be  sure  to  REPENT 
before  your  departure,  and  give  in  your  adhesion  to  the  true  Evan- 
gelical faith !    Then  you  will  enjoy  two  c\iauc^%loi\w&.Y^v 
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Tou  will  taste  all  tks  jpUasures  of  iin  in  this  world,  and  at  death 
De  wafted  into  the  enjoyments  of  endless  bliss ! !  ^ 

Universalism  teaches  another  doctrine.  Instead  of  saying  it 
makes  no  differenee  how  men  live — instead  of  predicating  every 
thing  on  the  condition  of  the  souU  at  the  exact  moment  of  death 
—it  declares  that,  so  far  as  their  enjoyments  are  concerned,  EV- 
ERY THING  depends  on  how  they  live  ! !  It  teaches  that  the 
way  of  piety  and  uprightness,  of  temperance  and  godliness,  is  a 
path  full  of  the  purest  and  highest  enjoyments  of  life — that  **  wis- 
dom^s  ways  are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are  peace-^ 
— (Prov.  iii.  17) — that "  the  path  of  the  just  is  as  tne  Mning  iighU 
which  shineth  more  and  more  unto  the  perfect  day" — (Prov.  iv.  18) 
— that  no  intelligent  and  moral  being  in  this  world,  or  any  state 
of  existence  hereafter,  can  experience  anything  that  can  be  called 
true  havpiness,  except  through  the  practice  of  the  high  principles 
of  trutn,  morality  and  godliness !  These  are  the  only  inlets  of 
happiness  to  the  human  soul.  On  the  otl\er  hand,  it  teaches  that 
a  life  of  sin,  is  necessarily  a  life  of  wretchedness — that  "  the  way 
of  the  transgressor  is  hard'' — (Prov.  xiii.  15)— it  cries,  "woe 
unto  the  wicked !  it  SHALL  be  ill  with  him  ;  for  the  reward  of 
his  hands  SHALL  be  given  him'' — (Isa.  iii.  11) — it  declares  that 
"there  is  NO  peace  to  the  wicked" — (Isa.  Ivii.  21) — and  that 
"  though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  not  be  unpunished !" 
•—(Prov.  xi.  21.]  Moreover,  Universalism  instructs  men  that  sin 
is  as  destructive  to  the  peace  of  the  mind^  as  poison  is  to  the  health 
of  the  body !  It  rejoices  to  proclaim  the  great  truth,  that  God 
has  put  into  operation  a  class  of  means  and  influences  through 
the  reign  of  Cfhrist,  which  will  finally  result  in  restoring  all  to 
obedience  and  happiness.  But  it  distinctly  declares  that  so  long 
as  men  continue  wicked^  so  long  must  they  continue  miserable', 
and  that  neither  in  this  world,  nor  in  the  next,  can  they  find  the 
happiness  which  all  desire,  until  they  repent  of  sin,  turn  from  its 
practice,  and  serve  and  love  the  livinj^  God !  Can  these  repre- 
sentations lead  men  into  sin  ?  Could  it  be  any  inducement  for  a 
man  to  break  all  his  limbs,  and  endure  the  excruciating  pain  to 
which  such  an  act  would  subject  him,  to  inform  him  the  surgeon 
would  .finally  cure  him !  Our  views  may  be  illu(>trated  by  anoth- 
er figure  :  Here  are  two  roads  runnine  parallel  with  each  other. 
One  is  a  straight,  smooth,  M cAdamized  way.  It  leads  through 
green  meadows  and  aromatic  groves,  and  beside  gently  flowing 
streams.  The  sun  always  shines  cheerfully  upon  it,  and  pleas- 
ant scenes  present  themselves  on  every  hand.  This  is  the  Road 
of  Righteousness.  It  leads  directly  to  heaven,  and  gives  those 
who  walk  therein,  a  sweet  foretaste  of  joys  to  come.  The  other 
road  leads  over  gloomy  mountains — down  frightful  precipices — 
through  dark  gulfs !  It  abounds  with  deep  quagmires  and  filthy 
pools,  with  mud  and  mire,  with  briars  and  brambles,  and  sharp 
entting  atones.    Noxious  reptiles  breed  in  pestiferous  sloughs, 
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and  hissing  serpents  spit  their  poison  at  every  step.  Overhead 
hang  black  and  threatening  clouds,  and  on  all  sides  desolation 
and  dreariness  prevail.  This  is  the  path  of  STN,  as  Universalism 
describes  it.  Those  who  travel  therein,  find  it  a  "  hard  way" — 
an  ^^  up-hill  work !"  They  pitch  and  flounder  from  side  to  side. 
Now  tney  sink  to  the  very  eyes  in  noisome  mire — now  they  are 
entangled  in  thorny  brambles — and  now  they  stumble  down  a 
rough  precipice  into  the  craggy  ^ulf  below.  Ijius,  bruised,  bleed- 
ing, covered  with  itching  and  painful  sores,  and  with  the  stench  of 
all  conceivable  filth,  they  drag  their  weary  limbs  along !  To  an 
individual  who  stands  contemplating  these  two  roads,  and  who  per- 
fectly understands  the  nature  of  each,  can  it  induce  him  to  enter 
the  path  of  sin,  to  inform  him  that  at  some  future  time  during  his 
painful  journeying,  he  may  hope  that  a  benevolent  hand  wul  be 
stretched  forth,  to  rescue  him  from  his  weary  and  painful  wav  ? 
Would  he  not  have  the  strongest  possible  inducement  to  avoid  it 
entirely  ?  The  good  sense  of  each  hearer  will  answer  these 
questions.  So,  because  Universalism  teaches  that  God  has  pre- 
pared a  plan  to  bring  back  those  of  his  creatures  who  stray  into 
sin,  it  can  be  no  conceivable  inducement  to  a  rational  mind,  which 
has  been  properly  instructed  of  the  nature  and  consequences  of 
sin,  to  plunge  into  its  practice,  and  experience  all  its  ills  and  woes  t 
My  friend  says  I  do  not  believe  men  would  have  been  lost  had 
Christ  not  come,  and  yet  I  build  an  argument  in  proof  of  the  sal- 
vation of  all  men,  on  the  Mission  of  Christ.  This  he  conceives 
to  be  a  great  contradiction.  It  is  certain  the  Elder^s  perception 
must  be  exceedingly  obtuse,  or  he  imagines  those  of  our  hearers 
are  so.  How  shallow  this  objection !  Why  do  I  believe  all  men 
would  have  been  saved,  even  if  Christ  had  not  come  %  Because 
the  Father  of  man,  who  watches  over  the  interests  of  all  his  chil* 
dren  with  unwearied  faithfulness,  would  have  adopted  some  oth- 
er equally  successful  method  to  accomplish  a  work  so  great  and 
Sood.  Why  do  I  build  an  argument  on  the  Mission  of  Christ? 
because  the  fact  that  God  sent  his  Son  to  save  all  men,  is  proof, 
that  it  is  his  purpose  to  save  all ;  and  because,  moreover,  it  places 
the  affirmative  of  this  question  infinitely  beyond  the  reach  of  my 
opposer.  This  objection  is  as  intelligent  as  another  he  virtually 
urged  a  day  or  two  since,  that  if  it  is  true  that  all  men  are  to  be 
saved,  then  there  is  no  salvation  /  /  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  I  le^ve  out  the  death  of  Christ  from  my  argu- 
ment. He  then  quotes  from  Ballon  and  Williamson  on  the  Atone- 
ment— declares  that  the  death  of  Jesus  cannot  be  accounted  for 
except  on  his  views  of  the  Atonement — ^reads  from  Hatfield,  and 
cries  out  in  dolorous  tones — **  What,  has  it  come  to  this  ! !  The 
blood  of  Jesus  trampled  under  foot,*'  etc.,  etc.  I  trust  the  brother 
will  be  sustain'ed  in  the  midst  of  his  horror !  His  fright  was  oc- 
casioned by  his  own  *<  man  of  straw !"  Because  we  do  not  believe 
the  blood  of  Christ  was  poured  out  to  slake  the  \!h\t«Xoi  ^\!t\uev:^% 
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of  Injinite  Revenge,  which  the  partialist  doctrine  places  in  the 
Councils  of  Heaven  under  the  name  of  Justice*  because  we  do  not 
t)elieve  it  was  shed  to  placate  the  WRATH  of  '*  the  God  of  Love 
and  Peace** — (2  Cor.  xiii.  16) — ^we  are  charged  with  trampling  the 
blood  of  Christ  under  our  feet !  I  humbly  beg  to  reply,  that  the 
charge  would  lie  much  nearer  my  neighbor's  door  than  mv  own. 
Were  I  to  insist  that  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  God  was  spilled  to 
open  a  way,  whereby  men  can  with  bold  impunity,  sin  to  their 
heart's  content,  and  escape  every  particle  of  punishment,  I  should 
indeed  feel  myself  open  to  the  charge  of  trampling  the  blood  of 
Christ  under  my  feet ! !  We  believe  Christ^s  death  was  essential, 
as  a  manifestation  of  God's  love  to  the  world,  and  as  a  seal  of 
the  truth  of  his  gospel.  And  we  believe,  moreover,  that  it  is  one 
of  the  links  in  that  wise  chain  of  causes  which  will  finally  result 
in  the  reconciliation  of  all  men  to  their  Father  in  heaven.  We 
cannot  attribute  to  Christ's  blood  an  office  for  which  we  find  no 
warrant  in  the  Bible. 

The  gentleman  has  noticed  my  argument  on  *^  The  Presence  of 
God  in  all  men.''  He  says  the  subjection  spoken  of  by  the  Apos- 
tle in  1  Cor.  xv.  28,  is  not  a  subjection  of  /oue,  but  of  retributwn  ! 
This  was  a  hazardous  remark,  evidently  made  without  any  re- 
flection.* If  it  is  true,  then  it  proves  universal  retribution.  For 
the  Apostle  declares  ^^all  things  shall  be  subdued  unto  Christ/^ 
No;  the  subjection  evidently  will  be  a  willing  and  glad  one,  on 
the  part  of  mankind.  All  shall  cheerfully  bow  in  heartfelt  love 
before  the  Prince  of  Peace,  and  yield  him  the  honor  which  right- 
fully belongs  to  him.  This  is  the  only  view  that  can  ascribe  any 
moral  glory  to  Jesus  for  his  success  in  the  great  work  of  subdu- 
ing all  souls  to  his  gentle  reign. 

He  says  that  the  declaration  that  Christ  *^  must  reign  until  he 
hath  put  all  enemies  under  his  feet,'*  (1  Cor.  xv.  25.)  signifies 
that  he  will  destroy  all  his  enemies.  I  allow  this.  But  who 
are  his  enemies  1  My  opponent  takes  it  for  granted,  they  are 
those  who  were  sinful  in  this  life.  This  cannot  be  allowed. 
Christ  is  at  enmity  with  no  human  being.  The  enemies  to  which 
the  Apostle  referred  in  this  passage,  are  sin,  evil,  pain,  ignorance, 
death.  These  are  the  only  enemies  that  obstruct  the  reign  of  Je- 
sus over  all  men.  And  these  he  will  subdue  and  destroy.  The 
nature  of  the  enemies  alluded  to,  may  be  known  by  the  nature  of 
the  last  enemy,  which  St.  Paul  says  is  DEATH ! ! !  In  declar- 
ing that  this  enemy  shall  be  destroyed,  he  shows  that  all  enemies 
shall  be  destroyed,  and  Christ  sliall  establish  his  kingdom  over 
every  human  soul ! 

My  friend  has  entirely  mistaken  my  views  in  regard  to  the 
subjection  of  Christ  to  GroJ.  I  did  not  say  it  would  be  brought 
about  by  the  same  means  that  brings  man  into  subjection  to  Christ. 

*  This  wa»  Elder  HolmM'  position  ia  ih%  oral  debate.    Bat  it  is  omitted  in  hm 
wrlMn  Bpeech, 
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My  position  was  that  Chrisf  s  subjection  to  the  Father,  would  be 
of  the  same  nature — (i.  e.  one  of  obedience  and  love,)--as  man^s 
subjection  to  him.  The  same  original  Greek  word  used  to  denote 
Chrisf  s  subjection  to  God,  is  also  used  to  describe  the  subjection 
of  all  men  to  Christ ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  declares  that  Christ  will  at  some  future  time  va- 
cate the  seat  of  Mediator,  and  assume  that  of  a  Judge.  And  to 
support  this  doctrine,  we  have  just  his  naked  assertion  /  Why 
does  not  the  Bible  give  us  some  such  information  ?  The  passage 
he  quoted— -(Acts  xvii.  31) — affords  not  the  most  distant  proof  of 
such  a  sentiment.  This  will  be  seen  by  a  true  understanding  of  the 
phraseology  which  St.  Paul  used  :  "He  [God]  hath  appointed 
a  day  [Gr.  emeran — an  era,  a  time,  a  dispensation]  in  the  which 
he  will  judge  [krtnein — rule,  govern,  reign  over]  the  world  in 
righteousness,  by  that  man  [Jesus  Christ]  whom  he  hath  ordain- 
ea ;  whereof  he  hath  given  assurance  unto  all  men,  in  that  he 
hath  raised  him  from  the  dead.^^  The  simple  meaning  of  this 
passage  is,  that  Christ  in  his  Mediatorial  reign,  shall  exercise 
authority  and  dominion  over  the  world  until  ne  completely  ac- 
complishes the  object  of  his  mission,  and  brings  the  hearts  of  all 
men  into  such  a  condition,  that  they  shall  be  a  fitting  habitation 
for  the  suirit  of  God. — [See  Matt,  xxviii.  18. — 1  Cor.  xv.  28.] 

Mr.  Holmes  inquires  whether,  if  Abraham  had  never  obeyed 
Grod,  the  promises  through  his  seed  would  have  been  fulfilled  ? 
This  question  exposes  the  weakness  and  folly  that  lies  at  the  ve- 
ry foundation  of  the  entire  Methodist  theory,  viz :  that  the  fulfill- 
ment of  the  Creator^s  purposes,  depends  wholly  upon  the  dispo- 
jution  of  man.  This  theory  robs  God  of  his  Sovereignty,  and  of 
his  Will,  and  makes  him  a  weak,  dependent  being,  k)llowing  in 
man's  path,  and  accomplishing  or  not  accomplishing  his  designs, 
as  the  will  or  the  whim  of  a  worm  of  the  dust,  chooses  to  permit 
him.  How  preposterous  the  supposition  that  Jehovah  would 
clothe  his  creatures  with  power  to  thwart  his  own  gracious  pur- 
poses. We  are  to  understand  from  his  question,  that  my  oppo- 
nent believes  if  Abraham  had  not  chosen  to  prove  faithful,  the 
great  and  gracious  purpose  which  God  designed  to  accomplish 
Uirough  Christ,  would  have  met  with  an  utter  prostration,  and 
all  the  race  of  man  would  have  fallen  into  interminable  agony ! ! 
And  this  is  a  system  which  reasonable  people  are  called  upon  to 
believe !  In  reply  to  the  question  proposed,  I  would  say,  that  if 
Abraham  had  not  proved  faithful,  God  would  have  raised  up  some 
other  instrument,  or  chosen  some  other  method,  to  bestow  the  bles- 
einffs  which  he  had  determined  to  give  the  world  through  Christ. 

The  brother  declares  I  cannot  produce  a  passage  oi  scripture 
which  says  that  salvation  can  be  experiencea,  without  complying 
with  the  terms  of  the  gospel.  1  do  not  wish  to  find  such  a  pas- 
aafi;e.  It  is  my  decided  belief  that  salvation  cannot  be  expenen- 
cea  except  by  compliance  with  the  terms  enjoined  by  Christ, 
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But  I  believe  all  will  comply  with  the  terms  laid  down,  and  that 
in  this  way,  they  will  be  saved.  It  is  the  object  of  Christ's  reizn 
to  bring  aJl  men  into  a  compliance  with  gospel  terms.  And  me 
most  inveterate  sinner  cannot  always  witnstand  him.  His  heart, 
in  due  time,  will  be  melted.  Did  he  not,  at  the  very  moment  he 
chose,  bring  Saul  of  Tarsus,  to  yield  up  his  opposition,  and  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  salvation — and  that  too,  without  doinff  any 
violence  to  his  moral  freedom  ?  And  can  he  not,  also,  make  aU 
his  creatures  "  willing  in  thcx  day  of  his  power  1"  In  return,  I 
challenge  Elder  Holmes  to  brin^  one  passage  of  scripture,  which 
asserts,  that  if  the  terms  of  salvation  are  not  complied  with  in 
iki*  life,  men  shall  have  no  right  or  opportunity  to  comply  with 
them  in  the  future  state  of  being. — [  Time  expired. 

[MR.  HOLMES*  ELSVENTH  REPLY.] 

Oent,  Moderators : — It  seems  proper  that  I  should  at  this  time, 
reply  to  remarks  of  my  friend,  repeated  a  number  of  times,  respec- 
ting the  pleasures  of  sin.  He  says,  I  teach  that  sin  is  a  pleasant 
way,  as  distinguished  from  the  way  of  piety  and  Christian  duty. 
I  have  said  nothing  like  this,  either  directly  or  indirectly.  AU  I 
have  intended  to  say  on  this  point,  is,  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  *^the  pleasures  of  sin,*'  and  that  these  have  more  influence 
upon  minds  unacquainted  with  the  happiness  of  true  piety  and 
virtue,  than  the  common  motives  to  a  religious  life.  That  there  is 
such  a  thine  ^*  as  the  pleasures  of  sin,*'  or  worldly  pleasure,  as 
distinguished  from  the  pleasure  of  serving  God,  is  a  fact  estab- 
lished by  scripture,  as  well  as  fact  and  observation.  Moses  chose 
"  to  suffer  affliction  with  the  people  of  Grod,  rather  than  enjoy  the 
pleasures  of  sin  for  a  season."  St.  Paul  speaks  of  some  who  ^^rolled 
sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue" — and  of  others,  who  were 
*^  lovers  of  pleasure  more  than  lovers  of  (rod. "  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  an  important  sense,  in  which  Christians  have  less  ease, 
peace  and  happiness,  more  toil,  anxiety  and  affliction  than  other 
men.  Christ  says,  "  in  the  world  you  have  tribulation" — and 
Paul  declares — ^^  they  that  will  live  godly  in  Christ  Jesus  shall 
Bufier  persecution."  Take  away  from  the  Christian,  his  inward 
peace,  nis  spiritual  joy,  his  communion  with  (rod,  his  prospect  of 
endless  reward,  and  you  leave  him  to  contend  with  the  reproach 
and  scorn  of  the  world,  without  motives,  drawn  from  present  re- 
ward or  future  prospects.  By  robbing  religion  of  its  vitality,  and 
the  Christian  of  his  future  reward,  Universal  ism  rives  sinful  and 
worldly  pleasure  a  controlling  influence  over  the  me  human  mind, 
so  powerful,  that  the  motives  of  religion,  as  presented  in  that  sys- 
tem, are  not  sufficient  to  counteract  it.  It  is  on  this  account 
mainlv,  that  Universalists  generally  make  no  effort  to  resist  the 
tide  ot  corruption  and  sinful  pleasure,  but  3rield  themselves  with- 
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oat  restraint  to  the  tendency  of  depravity,  and  the  clamor  of  ein- 
ful  passion. 

And  it  is  in  this  way  that  Mr.  Austin  huilds  his  smooth  Maead^ 
amized  road.  His  road  to  heaven  is  the  way  described  by  our 
Lord  as  broad,  connected  with  the  wide  gate.  He  proclaims  to 
the  world — not,  "  he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved" — but,  you  are 
all  in  the  way  to  heaven  :  only  believe  it,  and  be  happy  in  the 
reflection  that  you  are  sure  of  final  holiness  and  happiness,  do 
what  you  may.  His  Macadamized  road  to  heaven  is  so  broad  that 
it  requires  no  self-denial  as  necessary  to  discipleship,  and  em- 
braces facilities  for  indulging  every  propensity,  and  gratifying 
every  passion.  Is  it  not  so  ?  If  any  one  doubts  it,  let  him  ask 
Mr.  Austin,  or  any  other  intelligent  Universalist — sir,  I  see  thou- 
sands who  cut  loose  from  all  religious  restraints,  and  seem  to  aim 
at  nothing  but  sinful  indulgence  to  the  extent  of  their  physical  and 
intellectual  powers  :  they  never  for  one  hour  of  their  lives  yield 
to  God  the  affections  of  their  hearts ;  thus  they  live,  and  thus  they 
die  ;  what  is  their  condition  after  death  ?  I  know  the  gentleman 
would  not  like  to  answer  such  a  question  ;  he  has  given  sufficient 
proof  of  this  already ;  but  if  he  says  anything,  he  must  renounce 
his  system,  or  say,  why,  their  heavenly  Father  has  removed  them 
to  his  (mm  embrace  in  heaven  !  / 1  Here  is  Mr.  Austin^s  Macada- 
mized road.  It  excludes  self-denial  as  an  essential  element  of 
Christian  character,  makes  the  road  so  broad  as  to  annihilate  the 
"  strait  gate  and  narrow  way,"  and  include  the  whole  race,  with 
all  X^evtoy-paths  of  vice  and  sinful  indulgence — and  then  forsooth, 
it  is  a  pleasant  way — 0,  it  is  a  happy  way — pleasant  indeed  for 
those  who  "  roll  sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue" — or 
are  "  lovers  of  pleasure  more  than  lovers  of  God." 

What  then  1  do  I  teach,  there  are  no  pleasures  in  religion  ?  By 
no  means:  but  with  St.  Paul — "  yea,  doubtless,  I  count  all  things 
but  loss,  for  the  excellency  of  the  knowledge  of  Christ  Jesus  my 
Lord ;  for  whom  I  have  suffered  the  loss  of  all  things,  and  do 
count  them  but  dung,  that  I  may  win  Christ,  and  be  found  of  him, 
(when  I  shall  appear  before  him  in  another  world)  not  having 
mine  own  righteousness,  which  is  of  the  law,  (the  righteousness 
of  Universalism)  but  that  which  is  through  the  faitK  of  Christy 
the  righteousness  which  is  of  God  by  faith.'*'*  "  But  God  forbid  that 
I  should  glory,  save  in  the  cross  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by 
whom  the  world  is  crucified  unto  me,  and  I  unto  the  worlds — (Phil, 
iii.  8.— Gal.  vi.  14.) 

Mr.  Austin  cannot  vindicate  his  system  on  the  ground  that  it 
teaches  punishment  for  all  offences,  unless  he  means  to  say  that 
it  is  a  pleasant  thing  to  be  punished,  and  an  unpleasant,  disagree- 
able thing  at  the  same  time.  If  it  be  a  pleasant  thing,  it  exerts 
no  restraining  influence  upon  the  sinner.  If  it  be  unpleasant, 
then  this  Macadamized  road  is  not  so  pleasurable  aftet  ^VV\  ^ 
would  be  much  more  direct  and  peaceful,  to  XaiV^  C\iXMX  «» ^^  ti^A 
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tray,"  by  that  faith  "which  works  by  love  and  purifies  the  heart." 
But  the  trath  is,  the  system  of  punmhment  taught  by  Universal- 
ism,  is  as  near  nothing,  as  you  can  imagine.  The  law,  as  a  stan- 
dard of  moral  duty,  is  degraded^  the  turpitude  of  sin  dimintshed, 
and  the  punishment  of  sin  is  a  mere  ideality,  which  may  furnish 
a  theme  of  pulpit  declamation,  but  exerts  no  salutary  moral  in- 
fluence upon  the  mind,  the  heart,  or  the  life.  The  atheist,  or 
deist,  though  denying  God,  despising  Christ,  and  scorning  all  mor- 
al restraints,  may  be  deterred  irom  drunkenness,  and  other  modes 
of  sinful  indulgence,  by  considerations  of  health,  or  the  force  of 
public  opinion :  and  beyond  this,  Universalism  does  not  go.  In 
what,  then,  is  Universalism  better  than  Deism,  to  restrain  from 
crime  ?  Who  can  tell  ^  We  have  no  facts  arising  out  of  the 
influence  of  Universalism  to  authorize  the  conclusion  that  it  goes 
beyond  Deism,  in  its  power  to  restrain  from  vice. 

How  directly  and  forcibly  the  doctrines  of  the  gospel  contrast 
with  Universalism.  The  gospel  says,  salvation  is  "6y/oiW — 
Universalism  says,  it  is  by  punishment.  The  gospel  says,  sal- 
vation may  be  enjoyed  now — Universalism  says,  after  we  have 
been  punished  all  we  deserve.  The  gospel  says,  justification  "  by 
faith  /*  Universalism  says,  by  the  law.  Mr.  Austin  may  do  as  he 
pleases,  but  for  my  part  I  shall  conform  my  views  to  the  gospel, 
and  in  doing  so,  I  present  you  a  present  salvation  from  sm  and 
punishment,  into  holiness  and  joy,  by  faith  in  Christ,  the  world'g 
Redeemer. 

Another  of  Mr.  Austin^s  arguments  for  the  affirmative  of  the 
question  under  discussion,  is  founded  on  what  he  denominates 
tne  antithetical  character  of  certain  passages  of  scripture.  To  this 
I  wish  to  call  the  critical  attention  of  the  audience,  as  it  involves 
another  artifice,  and  also  a  sophism  which  vitiates  the  argument, 
^nd  nullifies  the  conclusion  ne  seeks  to  establish.  I  have  said 
that  Universalism  is  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  I  also  said,  my 
friend  would  contradict  himself  and  his  theory  before  he  finished 
the  question.  The  truth  of  this  remark  has  been  illustrated  a 
number  of  times  already,  and  now  I  give  you  another  example. 
You  doubtless  recollect  that  he  has  maintained  all  along,  that 
God  created  man  in  an  imperfect  state,  "  subject  to  vanity,  not  wil- 
lingly." But  now,  in  direct  opposition  to  this,  in  order  to  fix  a  sort 
of  foundation  for  this  antithetical  argument,  he  maintains  that 
God  created  man  in  a  pure  and  holy  state. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^I  did  not  say  holy  state.    Holiness  is  acquired. 

Mr.  Holmes. — Worse  and  worse.    A  pure  state,  but  not  a 

holy  state.    I  suppose  the  gentleman  means  moral  purity  of  course, 

as  no  other  would  stand  related  to  this  subject.    And  now,  will 

he  be  so  kind  as  to  tell  us  how  a  being,  intelligent  and  responsi- 

J^  can  be  morailly  pure,  without  being  holy  f  This,  I  confess 

1  state  of  betweenity,  that  1  do  uox  und^toXaxkii.   "^mx  x^ot.  to 
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insist  on  this,  we  must  take  his  disclaimer  for  what  it  is  worth : 
he  distinctly  informs  us  that  he  does  not  believe  man  was  origi- 
naUy- created  in  a  holy  state. 

Now  look  at  the  beautiful  consistency  of  his  logic.     His  object 
is  to  make  it  appear  there  is  suflScient  evidence  for  believing  that 
all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.     To  prove  this,  he  argues 
— "  what  we  lost  in  Adam  we  gam  in  Christ."    But  he  has  just 
informed  us  Adam  was  not  created  holy — how  then  could  he 
lose  that  which  he  did  not  possess,  and  now  could   we  lose  in 
Adam,  what  we  never  had  in  him  ?    The  gentleman  does  not  be- 
lieve that  we  ever  had  holiness  by  virtue  of  our  creation,  or  that 
we  ever  possesssed  it  in  Adam,  and  yet  he  argues,  that  we  lost 
our  holiness  in  Adam,  and  that  Christ  came  to  restore  it :  that  is, 
Christ  came  to  restore  what  we  never  had  and  never  lost ;  and 
from  this  he  concludes  the  salvation  of  all  men.     It  will  not  help 
my  friend  to  change  his  ground  again,  and  say  Christ  came  to 
restore  the  world  to  its  original  state.    This  would  not  be  holi- 
ness and  happiness,  since,  according  to   his  own  showing,  the 
original  state  of  the  world  was  a  state  excluding  holiness ;  to  be 
restored  to  that  state,  therefore,  would  not  be  to  possess  holiness 
and  happiness.     Moreover,  if  the  above  difficulties  did  not  exist, 
Btill  the  argument  could  have  no  force,  only  on  the  supposition  that 
the  world  had  lost  its  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Adam.     But 
Mr.  Austin  does  not  believe  this,  any  more  than  he  believes  in 
endless  punishment.    To  admit  that  men  were  lost  in  Adam,  or 
in  any  other  way,  in  a  sense  that  contrasts  with  final  salvation, 
would  be  to  admit  God  has  a  law,  the  penalty  of  which  is  endless 
death  :  and  yet,  unless  he  does  admit  this,  his  argument  does  not 
possess  the  weight  of  a  feather.     In  conclusion  on  this  point,  I 
present,  for  the  consideration  of  my  friend,  the  following  dilemma, 
and  it  is  immaterial  to  me,  which  horn  of  it  he  shall  choose  on 
which  to  hang  up  his  system  and  his  argument,  for  the  amusement 
of  all  logical  spectators,  viz  :  either  men  for fetted  their  final  holi- 
ness and  happiness  in  Adam,  and  would  nave  been  finally  lost ,  if 
Christ  had  not  become  their  Savior — or  the  argument,  "what  we 
lost  in  Adam  we  gain  in  Christ,"  founded  on,  d.  Cor.  xv.  22,) 
**  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive," 
and  other  passages  of  similar  nature  found  in  Rom.  5th,  is  both 
logically  and  theologically  false,  and  scarcely  worthy  even  of  the 
cause  of  Universal  ism.     If  my  friend  really  supposed  this  argu- 
ment to  be  sound  and  weighty,  and  presented  it  in  good  faith,  I 
can  but  marvel  at  the  proof  of  his  discernment ;  but  if  he  intended 
it  as  a  sophism,  I  am  not  less  surprised  that  he  should  offer  so 
shallow  a  subterfuge,  destitute  of  even  the  merit  of  ingenuity. 

To  keep  his  conclusion  in  countenance,  my  friend  again  quotes 
Dr.  Clarke,  and  as  usual,  makes  a  wrong  application  of  his  lan- 
guage. Dr.  Clarke  was  there  speakine  of  the  resurrection  of  the 
body,  not  the  final  salvation  of  the  souls  of  all  men  :  or  if  any  of 
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of^fiwiation."— (John  V.  28,  29th.)    Ai 
■^    ""*  distinction  between  the  righteous  and  wl 

— "  whosoever  believeth  on  him  might  m 
lasting  life."     The  term  perish,  here  stam 
lasting  life,  and  the  plain  implication  is,  tl 
lieve,  shall  perish.    Here  is  a  plain  and  foh 
on  scripture  antithesis,  and  it  proves  the  fini 
reject  Christ.    We  shall  have  occasion  tl 
this  argument,  in  its  bearing  upon  the  fin4 
ner,  wnen  we  come  to  discuss  the  last  q 
number  of  small  points  I  should  like  to  no 
mutt  take  this  opportunity  to  present  anot 
alive  argunufit. 

Universalism  is  a  new  discovery,  the  like 
thought  of,  before  about  the  commencemeni 
tury,  by  any  Christian  writer  or  philosophe 
any  account. 

In  testing  the  claims  of  a  system  of  theol 
of  truth,  and  the  confidence  of  mankind,  oi 
of  arriving  at  a  correct  conclusion,  is  the  ex 
tory ;  not  the  history  of  its  name,  (for  names 
its  doctrines — its  essential  elements.  How  w 
the  first  Christian  writers  and  Fathers  1  In 
they  been  held  by  the  church  generally  froc 
of  its  history  1  In  prosecuting  this  inquiry, 
dence  can  be  found  that  any  such  system  of 
Tocated  by  Mr.  Austin  ever  existed,  until  b 
j  certain  Universalist  Fathers,  about  the, 

tury .    In  reading  the 
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ttst  ^e  '^Sj^ine  Grades,'''^  (publiKkad  «boQt  the  mkUle  of  the 
-second  century)  which  contain  the  earliest  explicit  information 
^xtantt  concerning  restoration  from  the  torments  of  hell,  were  a 
gross  forgery,  **  brmigktjkrth  in  iniquUyJ*^  (I^es  43, 44^  57,  of 
ais  history. 

Origen,  who  lired  in  the  thind  centnry,  is  claimed  as  a  sort  of 
UniversalUt ;  bat  his  Universalism  was  no  more  like  that  defen* 
ded  by  Mr.  Austin,  than  it  was  like  Mormonism.  Origen  was  a 
Christian  Philosopher,  of  the  Platonic  school :  and  his  philosophy 
got  the  better  of  his  theology :  hence,  he  believed  and  taught  the 
pre-ezistence  and  transmteration  of  souls,  and  adopted  principles 
of  interpretation  which  UniTersalists  themselyes  allow,  are  ab- 
surd to  the  last  degree.  The  only  point  in  which  he  approaefaed 
Universalism,  was  in  admitting  the  souls  of  the  wicked  to  escape 
from  hell ;  atid  even  in  this,  he  was  not  a  Universalist.  His  fu- 
ture hell  was  an  endless  hell — its  fires  never  bvmed  out.  Though 
he  taught  that  the  souls  of  men,  becoming  impure  in  their  trans* 
mictions  and  perigrinations,  would  be  sent  to  hell,  and  after 
being  purified  by  punishment,  would  ascend  to  heaven :  he  at  tha 
same  twie  allowed  those  who  had  once  escaped,  to  fall  from  their 
purity,  and  return  again  to  hell,  to  be  fitted  for  another  flight  to 
heaven.  Thus  he  kept  his  hell  always  full,  and  its  fires  ever 
burning.  Amongst  the  fantastic  notions  held  by  Oiigen,  are  the 
following:  that  the  souls  of  men  existed  before  they  came  into 
this  world,  and  were  "  sent  into  mortal  bodies  for  the  punishment 
of  sins  committed  in  a  former  state  of  being :  that  after  the  resur- 
rection, all  bodies  will  be  of  a  round  figure :  that  the  sun,  moon 
and  stars  are  animated  beingS)  endowed  with  rational^souls :  that 
the  damned  may  escajpe  from  hell — and  that  as  Christ  has  been 
erueified  in  this  world,  to  save  mankind,  so  he  will  be  crucified 
in  the  next,  to  save  the  Devils." — (Mosheim's  Ecclesiastical  His 
lory,  vol.  1,  page  427.) 

As  to  the  ancient  gnostics,  if  Mr.  Austin  claims  affinity  to  them, 
we  have  a  few  items  of  information  relative  to  their  character 
and  opinions,  we  shall  read,  that  Universalism  may  have  the  full 
benefit  of  the  relationship.  I  quote  again  from  Hosea  Ballon,  2d, 
a  standard  Universalist  writer.  He  proceeds>~^  from  the  kng 
venerated  but  chimerical  philosophy  of  the  Persians,  they  retatnM 
the  notion,  that  the  material  world  was  formed,  not  by  the  ssijp 
sxisTXNT,  but  by  the  inferior  gods,  called  ^ons,  whose  being  wag 
derived,  through  a  lonir  and  intricate  succession,  as  most  of  them 
thought,  from  him.  This  lead  them  to  regard  the  God  of  tha 
Jews,  the  Jehovah  of  the  Old  Testtanenty  as  wt  a  Muondary  being^ 
the  principal  Maker  of  this  world ;  and  they  also  concluded  ha 
bad  apostatized  more  or  less  from  the  divine  allegiance,  inas* 
much  as  he  had  arrogated  to  himself  the  honors  of  wotahip,  ano 
as  Christ  had  been  seat  to  annul'  hia  ancient  covenant,  nod  om- 
fthiow  hia  iaatitutions.'' — (P^ge  31.)    in  anothtK  i^U»t\A^»KcliM^ 
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those  sects  of  rnosties  caHed  Basilideans,  CarpocratiaBfl,  mnd 
Valentinians,  who  were  supposed  to  have  held  *'  an  eventoal  res- 
toration, or  rather,  transmigration  of  all  human  souls  to  a  heav- 
en of  purity  and  bliss.  But  this  tenet  they  appear  to  have  in- 
YolTed  in  other  notions,  wild  and  chimerical  enough  to  toarrant 
tke  suspicion  of  lunacy^  were  it  not  for  the  antiquity,  prevalence 
and  reputation  of  that  whimsical  philosophy,  from  which  they 
were  derived."— (Paj^es  33.)  Such  is  the  character  of  those  sects, 
often  quoted  as  ancient  Universalists.  If  my  friend  wishes  to 
claim  relationship  to  these  absurd  fanatics  and  bold  blasphemers, 
he  is  welcome  ta  all  the  aid  they  can  furnish  to  his  cause. 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  manner  in  which  this  argument  will 
be  attempted  to  be  set  aside.  It  is  very  probable  the  gentleman 
will  speak  of  the  condemnation  of  Universalism  by  a  Greneral 
Council  of  the  4th  century ;  will  introduce  a  list  of  names,  dis- 
tinguished in  church  and  state,  and  claimed  as  Universalists;  and 
he  may  also  refer  to  Gallileo  and  the  Pope,  and  other  facts  and 
circumstances  connected  with  the  history  of  science.  But  science 
and  religion  cannot  be  viewed  as  parallel  in  their  nature  and  cir- 
cumstances. Science  has  no  infallible  text  book,  containing  the 
fie  plus  ultra^  of  its  facts  and  principles,  but  Christianity  has.  The 
Bible  is  the  text  book  of  Christians ;  and  ^*  whatever  is  not  found 
written  therein,  nor  may  be  proved  thereby,  is  not  to  be  required 
of  any  man  to  be  believed,  or  thought  necessary  to  salvation.*' 

Moreover,  Universalism  is  entirely  another  gospel ;  being  as 
different,  in  every  particular,  from  the  gospel,  as  embraced  by  the 
great  body  of  Christians  for  1800  years,  as  darkness  is  from  light. 
Were  the  difference  between  the  two  systems  like  that  which  pre- 
vails on  the  subject  of  baptism,  or  the  possibility  of  falling  from 
grace,  the  aspect  of  the  case  would  be  entirely  changed ;  the  fun- 
damentals of  Christianity  would  be  left  untouched.  But  there  is 
a  radical  difference  in  every  feature.  ^^  Universalism  has  a  differ- 
ent God,  a  different  Christ,  a  different  Spirit,  a  different  sinner,  a 
di^rent  sin,  a  different  atonement,  a  dinerent  pardon,  a  different 
salvation,  a  different  resurrection,  a  different  judgment,  a  different 

?iunishment,  a  different  hell,  and  a  different  heaven ;  in  fine,  a  dif- 
erence  with  respect  to  all  the  essential  doctrines  of  Christianity.'* 
The  above  is  from  the  pen  of  a  Mr.  Royce,  a  writer  against  Uni- 
versalism. Mr.  Whittemore,  referring  to  this  representation  of 
his  system,  remarks,  **  To  this  we  give  our  assent.  Mr.  Royce  is 
right.  We  confirm  his  words." — [  Trumpet  and  Magazine^  -^ug, 
18,  1838. 

Now,  the  Bible  is  a  plain  book,  ^iven  by  a  wise  and  holy  Be- 
ing, for  the  express  purpose  of  furnishing  information  to  men,  of 
his  own  character,  and  the  nature  and  plan  of  salvation ;  and  yet, 
if  Universalism  be  the  true  system,  not  one  individual,  during  IvOO 
years  after  God  completed  his  revelation  and  gave  it  to  the  world, 
MW  »  single  feature  of  the  true  gospel  there.    They  read  it — 
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preached  it — wrote  comments  on  it — suffered  and  died  for  it — and 
yet  not  one  of  them  understood  a  single  gospel  fact  or  principle 
announced  in  it.  They  all  supposed  that  the  doctrine  of  a  future 
jud^ent,  and  future  punishment,  was  taught  there.  Only  one 
individual,  for  a  number  of  the  first  centuries,  discovered  that  the 
souls  of  sinners  might  escape  from  the  fires  of  a  future  hell :  and 
he  obtained  this  idea,  not  from  the  Bible,  but  from  the  Philoso- 
phy of  Plato.  Here  is  a  fact  to  be  accounted  for.  Strange  in- 
deed, that  the  Bible,  given  professedly  to  teach  men  the  way  to 
heaven,  should  mislead  the  whole  Christian  world  for  1700  years, 
until  enlightened  by  the  wisdom  of  Hosea  Ballou.  Mr.  Murray, 
who  is  sometimes  called  the  father  of  Unirersalism  in  this  coun- 
try, did  not  discover  this  system  in  the  Bible.  Murray  condemned, 
repudiated,  and  denounced  as  infidelity,  the  very  doctrine  that 
Mr.  Austin  is  defending  in  this  discussion.  Before  he  died,  his 
views  of  universal  salvation  began  to  degenerate  into  the  present 
form  of  Universalism.  Murray  had  an  opportunity  to  examine 
it,  and  he  was  so  far  from  finding  it  in  the  Bible,  that  he  declared, 
with  respect  to  those  who  taught  it,  that  he  knew  of  *^  no  persons 
farther  from,  genuine  Christianity,  than  such  Universalists." — 
iMurratfs  Life,  Page  267. 

What  would  Murray  say  to  the  havoc  made  of  the  doctrine  he 
once  preached  so  zealously,  if  permitted  again  to  visit  our  world, 
and  look  upon  the  ruin  wrought  by  his  degenerate  sons  ?  What 
would  be  his  feelings  %  What  his  language  ?  Here  he  would 
see  a  dignified  son  of  Universalism,  laboring  might  and  main,  to 
prove  man  is  not  a  fallen  and  depraved  bein^ !  There  he  would 
see  another  "denying  the  Lord  that  bought  him!"  lajang  unholy 
hands  on  the  divine  Son  of  God,  and  degrading  him  to  the  char- 
acter of  a  mere  man  !  And  yonder,  a  third,  tugging  to  remove 
the  atonement,  and  substitute  human  punishment  in  its  stead! 
What  a  spectacle  would  this  be  for  Murray!  whose  hopes  of 
heaven  were  centered  in  the  atonement.  His  keen  and  pierciifj^ 
eye  would  flash  with  indignation,  while  from  a  full  heart  he 
would  exclaim — 

"  Out  ye  impotton, 
QoAck,  talving,  cheating  phjeiciana — jonr  skill, 
%    la  to  make  well  men  aick,  and  tick  men  kill  " 

Messrs.  Moderators,  the  father  of  "Universalism  as  it  is,"  is  yet 
living.  It  is  Hosea  Ballou,  who,  when  yet  quite  a  lad,  did  what 
the  Bible  had  failed  to  do,  during  1700  years.  By  a  rare  effort  of 
genius  and  intellectual  power,  he  at  once  broke  the  shackles, 
rose  above  the  clouds,  and  emerged  into  the  full  blaze  of  gospel 
sun-light.  Wonderful  man  ! ! !  I  am  aware  that  a  number  of 
men  of  some  distinction,  have,  within  the  last  two  hundred  years, 
expressed  doubts  of  the  endless  duration  of  future  punishment ', 
but  not  one  of  them  had  any  notion  of  the  theory  as  taught  h^ 
Mr.  Austin  and  his  brethren.    The  hotiox  ol  \Xi\^  ^^^^'^^v)  ^-^j^ 
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reserved  for  Mr.  Ballon,  vrho  was  led  to  it,  not  by  stndyinr  the 
Bcriptures,  but,  as  he  confesses,  by  reading  a  Deistical  book  1 ! !  I 

I  will  now  finish  my  review  of  scripture  passages,  usually  ad- 
duced to  support  the  unconditional,  final  salvation  of  all  men. 

Colos.  i.  20. — "  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of 
the  cross,  by  him,  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself :  by  him,  1 
aay,  whether  they  be  things  in  earth  or  things  in  heaven."  This 
passage,  so  far  from  teaching  the  dogma  for  which  Mr.  Austin 
contends,  comes  directly  in  contact  with  the  main  features  of  his 
theory.  First,  the  reconciliation  spoken  of  here,  is  effected 
'*  through  the  blood  of  ^e  cross,''  and  "  through  death,''  as  expressed 
in  verse  ^2d.  But  this  important  point,  so  prominent  here  and 
elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament,  has  been  distinctly  repudiated 
by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  discussion.  The  "  blood  of  the  cross,"  and 
the  "  death  of  Christ"  have  been  divorced  from  the  subject  of  hu- 
man salvation.  In  the  second  place,  the  *•'' peace"  and  ^^reconcilt' 
ation"  mentioned  in  this  verse,  do  not  imply,  or  intimate  anything 
respecting  the  salvation  of  all  men  in  heaven.  The  ^^  things  in 
heaven,  and  thingw  in  earth,"  says  Clarke,  "  probably  mean  the 
Jews  and  the  Gentiles;  the  state  of  the  former  being  always  con- 
sidered a  sort  of  divine  or  celestial  state,  while  that  of  the  latter 
was  reputed  to  be  merely  earthly,  without  any  mixture  of  spiritual 
or  heavenly  rood."  Both  these  classes  of  the  human  family  were 
to  he  reconciled — brought  into  the  church  of  Christ  on  equal  terms, 
the  ^^ middle  wall  of  partition  bein^  broken  down.  Finally, 
the  object  of  this  reconciliation,  as  it  stands  related  to  another 
world,  is  mentioned  in  the  22d  and  23d  verses,  and  is  clearly  eon- 
ditional:  *^to  present  you  holy  and  unblamable,  and  unrepro- 
vable  in  his  sight ;  if  ye  continue  in  the  faith,  grounded  and  set- 
tled, and  be  not  moved  away  from  the  hope  of  the  ^spel."  The 
only  sense  in  which  Christ  has  effected  an  unconditional  recon- 
ciliation for  the  human  race,  is  in  removing  the  obstacles  to  human 
salvation.  This  is  effected  ^Hhrough  At«  death** — ^^  through  the 
blood  of  the  cross."  But  this  does  not  reconcile  the  sinner  to  God, 
— the  spirit  and  gospel  are  sent  on  this  mission  :  hence,  though 
Christ  had  made  reconciliation,  as  above  described — yet,  the  Apos- 
tle adds,  "  we  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God," 
showing  a  plain  distinction  between  that  reconciliation  by  which 
Christ  opens  the  way  for  the  sinner^s  return,  and  the  actual,  per- 
sonal reconciliation  of  the  sinner  to  God,  by  yielding  to  the  claims 
of  the  gospel. 

Rev.  XXI.  4. — "  And  God  shall  wipe  away  all  tears  from  their 
eyes ;  and  there  shall  be  no  more  death,  neither  sorrow,  nor  cry- 
ing, neither  shall  there  be  any  more  pain ;  for  the  former  things 
are  passed  away."  This  verse  is  usually  quoted  by  Universal ists, 
and  applied  to  all  men,  as  proof  that  all  will  be  saved  :  but  a 
more  palpable  perversion  of  scripture,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine. 
Bead  on  to  the  eighth  verse,  (the  same  subject  continued,)  and  we 
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hare  the  following  language :  "  But  the  fearful,  and  unbeliering, 
and  the  abominable,  and  murderous,  and  whoremongers,  and  sor- 
cerers, and  idolators,  and  all  liars,  shall  have  their  part  in  the  lake 
which  burneth  with  fire  and  brimstone ;  which  is  the  second  death. ^^ 

Ezekiel  xxxiii.  11. — ^*  As  1  live,  saith  the  Lord  God,  I  have  no 
pleasure  in  the  death  of  the  wicked."    Also,  chap,  xviii.  32. — God 
says,    '*  I  have  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him  that  dieth."     On 
this  language  I  remark  :  The  death  here  spoken  of,  is  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  or  it  is  not.    If  not,  the  passage  does  not  relate  to  a 
future  state  at  all,  and  cannot  be  consistently  applied  to  that  state. 
If  this  death  is  in  the  future  state,  then  so  far  from  disproving,  it 
positively  sets  forth  a  liability  to  death  in  another  world.     More- 
over, this  language  is  in  the  present  tense,  ^^him  that  dUth,"  and 
hence  implies  that  some  men  did  endure  that  death  which  God  had 
no  pleasure  in.     The  language  also  implies  that  others  were  ex- 
posed to  death,  thoueh  God  had  no  pleasure  in  it.    Hence,  the 
exhortation   which  follows — "  turn   yourselves  and  live   ye." 
Whether  this  passage  refers  to  death  in  this  world,  or  the  future, 
it  can  afford  no  proof  that  all  men  will  be  saved, 

Isaiah  XXV.  8. — ^^He  will  swallow  up  death  in  victory,  and  the 
Lord  will  wipe  away  tears  from  off  all  faces :  and  the  rebuke  of 
his  people  shall  he  take  away  from  off  all  the  earth :  for  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  it."  This  verse  does  not  refer  to  a  future  state,  but 
is  a  description  of  the  happiness  attendant  upon  deliverance  from 
temporal  judgments. 

Isaiah  Ivii.  16. — "  For  I  will  not  contend  forever;  neither  will 
I  be  always  wroth  :  for  the  spirit  should  fail  before  me,  and  the 
souls  which  I  have  made."  You  recollect,  doubtless,  how  elo- 
quently the  gentleman  discoursed  upon  this  passage;  but  his 
whole  effort  was  based  upon  the  assumption,  that  the  verse  is  ap- 

Slicable.  unconditionally,  to  all  men.  But  this  supposition  contra- 
icts  the  scope  of  the  context,  and  also  its  plainly  expressed  lan- 
Siage.  The  15th  verse  fixes  the  application  of  the  quotation  to 
e  ^^  humble  apirif' — to  "  the  contrite  ones.^^  It  is  explained  by 
our  Lord  in  Matt.  v.  4th — **  Blessed  are  they  that  mourn,  for 
they  shall  be  comforted."  That  the  passage  does  not  apply  in- 
discriminately, to  all  men,  is  also  evident  from  the  20th  and  2l8t 
verses,  which  describe  the  wicked  as  destitute  of  peace,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  ^'  contrite  ones,"  wjth  whom  the  Lord  ^^  will  not  con- 
tend forever." 

Lam.  iii.  31-33. — "  For  the  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever.  But 
though  be  cause  erief,  yet  will  he  have  compassion,  according  to 
the  multitude  of  His  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  willingly, 
nor  grieve  the  children  of  men."  From  this  we  learn  that  God 
often  punishes,  or  afflicts,  to  humble  the  proud  spirit,  and  when 
we  allow  his  visitations  to  lead  us  to  repentance,  he  restores  us 
according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies,  by  which  he  treats  ua 
better  thaa  we  deserve,  and  "  will  not  cast  off  foievec." 
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Micah  vii.  18. — "He  retaincth  not  his  anger  forever,  because 
he  delighteth  in  mercy.'*  TJhis  verse  with  its  context,  stands  di- 
rectly opposed  to  Universal  ism,  inasmuch  as  it  declares  that  God 
pardonetn  iniquity,  and  pasteth  by  the  transgression  of  the  rem- 
nant of  his  heritage.  He  "retaineth  not  his  anger  forever,  for  he 
delighteth  in  mercy."  On  this,  Clarke  remarks  :  "  Nothing  can 
please  him  better,  than  having  the  opportunity,  from  the  return 
and  repentance  of  the  sinner,  to  show  him  tnat  mercy  without 
which  he  must  perish  everlastingly. ''^ 

Rom.  xiv.  7-S. — "  For  none  of  us  liveth  to  himself,  and  no  man 
dieth  to  himself.  For  whether  we  live,  we  live  unto  the  Lord ; 
and  whether  we  die,  we  die  unto  the  Lord ;  whether  we  live  there- 
fore, or  die,  we  are  the  Lord's.^'  This  language  is  addressed  to 
Christians,  and  has  a  special  application.  It  teaches  the  doctrine 
of  personal  accountability,  in  life  and  in  death,  in  this  world  and 
the  world  to  come.  Christ  is  "Lord,  both  of  the  dead  and  liv- 
ing," to  whom  all  are  responsible  for  their  conduct.  For,  says 
Paul  in  the  context,  "  we  must  all  stand  before  the  judgment  seat 
of  Christ." 

2  Corinth,  v.  19. — "God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world 
unto  himself,  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them  :  and  hath 
committed  unto  us  the  word  of  reconciliation."  But  why  commit 
to  the  Apostles  the  "  word  of  reconciliation,"  and  send  them  out 
to  beseech  the  world  "  in  Chrisf  s  stead,  to  be  reconciled  to  God," 
if  the  reconciliation  is  already  effected,  independent  of  human 
agency  ?    This  passage,  with  its  context,  teaches,  in  a  most  em- 

gnatic  manner,  that  Christ  has  made  a  vicarious  atonement  in  be- 
alf  of  a  sinful  world,  by  which  the  legal  disabilities  are  removed, 
and  the  way  opened  for  the  world  to  be  reconciled  to  (rod.  Hence, 
the  language  of  Paul :  "  as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  us, 
we  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God."  What 
then — ^will  men  be  saved,  whether  they  are  reconciled  to  God  or 
not  ?  No,  for  the  Savior  himself  says,  "  he  that  believeth  not, 
tfiall  be  damned. ^^ 

1  Thess.  V.  9. — "  God  hath  not  appointed  us  to  wrath,  but  to 
obtain  salvation  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  This  language 
is  addressed  specially  and  entirely  to  Christians.  This  is  evident 
from  \ht  fifth  verse,  when,  after  having  described  certain  charac- 
ters who  cry  peace,  when  *^  sudden  destruction  cometh  upon 
them,"  he  says,  "^«  are  all  the  children  of  light,  and  the  children 
of  the  day :  we  are  not  of  the  night  nor  of  darkness."  It  is  also 
true  in  a  general  sense.  God  hath  not  appointed  any  to  wrath, 
but  to  obtain  salvation,  on  condition  that  they  embrace  the  gos- 
pel by  a  holy,  soul-purifying  faith. 

Heb.  xii.  10-11.— Here  we  are  informed  that  God  chastens  us 
"  for  our  profit,  that  we  may  be  partakers  of  his  holiness."  This 
is  true  of  the  children  of  God,  concerning  whom  this  language  is 
Mpoken.    JBitf  whether  it  shall  yield  the  peaceable  fruit  of  nght- 
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eousness  to  them  who  are  exercised  thereby,  depends  vpon  the 
disposition  with  which  we  receiye  it.  We  are,  therefore,  cautioned 
to  ^^  despise  not  the  chastening  of  the  librd,  nor  faint  when  we  are 
rebuked  of  him."  In  the  connection,  there  are  other  characters 
spoken  of,  denominated  bastards,  and  not  sons,  who  are  not  sub- 
jects of  divine  chastening,  and  are  not,  by  such  means,  made  **  par- 
takers of  his  holiness.^'  Universalism  cannot  be  tortured  from 
this  chapter,  nor  any  part  of  it. 

I  hare  now  given  a  brief  exposition  of  the  mott  important  scrip- 
ture proofs,  on  which  Universalists  depend,  in  the  scripture  arg- 
ument, for  the  truth  of  their  doctrine.  If  any  one  doubts  whether 
I  have  given  the  plain  and  natural  sense  of  the  passages  adduced, 
let  him  refer  to  the  Bible,  read  them  with  their  connectioti,  and 
compare  their  obvious  meaning  with  my  explanation,  and  I  will 
be  satisfied  with  the  result.  Of  one  thing  I  am  sure  :  unless  the 
idea  of  unconditional  universal  salvation  were  previously  in  the 
mind,  no  one  would  ever  think  of  such  a  notion  as  being  taught 
in  these  scripture  paragraphs. 

Mr.  Austin  has  anotner  affirmative  argument,  predicated  on  the 
fleasure  of  God.  It  is  a  little  singular,  that  the  gentleman  should 
Duild  a  separate  argument  on  the  pleasure  of  God,  after  having 
given  us  one,  on  the  desire  of  God.  For,  certainly,  the  pleasure 
of  God,  cannot  in  anything  material,  be  distinguished  from  the 
desire^  or  intention  of  God.  It  is  in  this  way  my  friend  multi- 
plies his  arguments  to  such  an  extent ;  a  single  idea,  separated 
into  parts,  furnishes  material  for  a  number  oi  deductions.  But 
if  this  should  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  separate  argument,  the 
same  mode  of  reasoning  by  which  I  replied  to  my  friend's  con- 
clusion from  divine  desire  and  intention,  will  apply  here.  If  God's 
desire,  or  intention,  respecting  the  final  condition  of  men,  be  not 
absolute  and  unconditional,  no  more  is  his  pleasure.  These  must 
agree  with  each  other,  and  at  the  same  time  harmonize  with  the 
constitution  of  man,  and  the  principles  of  moral  government.  Be- 
sides, if  God's  pleasure  be  absolute — if  it  irresistibly  controls 
moral  character  and  condition,  what  we  see  around  us  daily,  is  a 
development  of  its  practical  results,  and  this  is  anything  but  a 
pledge  of  final  holiness  and  happiness  for  all  men.  If  any  fur- 
ther reply  be  deemed  necessary',  we  have  it  in  the  fact  that  many 
things  exist  which  he  has  no  pleasure  in.  For  example — "  I  have 
no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him  that  dielh^  Still,  men  did  die, 
and  will  continue  to  die,  as  long  as  they  are  sinners:  and  being 
incorrigible  sinners,  they  will  die  without  remedy.  There  are  a 
few  small  points  to  which  I  will  briefly  attend,  if  my  time  holds 
out. 

Mr.  Austin  tells  us  hell  is  to  be  destroyed,  as  well  as  sin. 
Well,  if  this  were  true,  it  would  be  a  matter  of  no  consequence  in 
this  discussion,  since  the  hell  to  which  he  refers,  on  his  own  prin- 
ciples, has  no  connection  with  sin.    But  the  ^eiitlemaik  Vsaa  \sajS» 
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two  BUBtalras,  in  supMnnr  the  gravt  is  all  the  hell  diere  is,  and 
that  the  dsstrudion  of  heU  implies  the  final  salvation  of  all  men. 
Both  these  points  are  unstipported— nay,  contradicted  hy  scripture. 
The  destruction  of  h^U  is  described  in  Rev.  xx.  14— "And 
death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire.  This  is  the  second 
death."  "And  whosoever  was  not  found  written  in  the  book  of 
life,  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire." 

Again,  the  gentleman  says,  according  to  my  doctrine,  a  great 
maiority  of  the  human  family  mtut  be  lost.  If  this  were  so,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  what  connection  it  has  with  this  question.  Bift 
I  have  not  said  so,  nor  do  I  believe  so. 

Ma.  Austin. — Of  those  who  have  already  lived. 

Mr.  HoLBfiEs. — I  have  no  objection  to  this  explanation,  still,  I 
do  not  believe  the  greater  part  are  lost,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
the  great  majority  will  secure  heaven,  through  Jesus  Christ,  who 
is  *^  the  true  light,  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the 
world." 

Mr.  Austin  also  dwells  considerably  upon  the  words,  "All 
things  are  given  into  his  (Christ* s)  hands."  The  plain  meaning 
of  this  is,  tnat  Christ  possesses,  by  divine  authority,  all  the  quali- 
fications necessary  to  execute  the  mediatorial  scheme,  and  is  m- 
wreme  in  the  mediatorial  kingdom.  Having  made  the  atonement, 
^e  has  the  control  of  means  and  measures  to  be  employed  in  pro- 
claiming his  gospel  and  calling  sinners  to  repentance.  The  Fa- 
ther has  committed  the  management  of  this  whole  subject  to  Christ, 
who  in  his  office  of  Mediator,  mi|ist  reign  until  the  time  of  the  end, 
when  the  kingdom  will  be  delivered  up  to  tne  Father,  and  God 
shall  be  all  in  all.  In  the  meantime,  all  men  are  embraced  in  the 
designs  of  his  mercy,  and  *^  they  that  come  to  hitn^  he  will  in  ii« 
VIM  cast  on/." — iTwie  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  TWELFTH  SPEECH.] 

Gent.  Moderators : — Mr.  Holmes  denies  he  ever  prayed  that 
the  wicked  might  go  down  to  hell.  But  why  not  ?  If  there  is  a 
place  of  endless  torment^  and  it  is  just  and  right  for  the  wicked  to 

?o  there,  as  he  professes  to  believe,  why  should  he  not  PRAY 
or  such  an  event  to  take  place  ?     Why  should  he  not  say — "O 
Lord,  send  the  wicked  to  hell — allow  them  there  no  opportu- 
nity to   repent,  but  compel  them  to  remain  in  torment  and  sin 
forever !"     There  is  not  a  professing  christian  in  the  world,  hav- 
ing the  slightest  regard  for  his  reputation,  who  would  dare  make 
such  a  prayer  in  public*    Indeed  there  is  no  true  christian  who 

-~-^ ■  ■  _         ■  -  _  

wproftch  to  a  prayer  of  this  deacriptioa,  of  which  I  hava  •rwc  haanL 
< »  certain  O.  D.  in  Aaborn,  who  in  the  midst  of  a  r«ti?al  pratw 
UNK  thM  that  thou  test  mada  a  H£LL  fbr  tha  «i«lnd  1 1 !" 
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could  have  the  slightest  indination  to  put  ap  such  a  prayer  to 
the  Throne  of  Infinite  Love.  Is  it  not  most  remarkable  that  the 
self-constituted  Evangelical  sects,  hold  a  prominent  and  funda- 
mental doctrine,  for  which  not  one  of  them  would  be  caueht 
fraying — yea,  for  which  every  one  of  them  would  be  ASHAM- 
D  to  pray  ! ! 

The  Elder  declares  there  is  no  need  of  praying  for  the  salvation 
of  all,  if  all  are  to  be  saved !  This  thought  is  singularly  ortgi 
nal.  According  to  this  idea,  when  we  believe  that  men  vnll  be 
damned,  then  we  should  pray  that  they  may  be  saved.  But  if 
we  believe  that  the  heavenly  Father  has  willed  to  save  all,  then 
we  must  not  pray  for  their  salvation — we  must  not  say — "Thy 
Will  be  done!"  It  is  evident  the  gentleman's  view  of  prayer  is, 
that  it  will  induce  the  Deity  to  change  his  purposes  towards  man. 
Hence  he  thinks,  if  prayer  will  not  have  such  an  influence,  it 
would  be  wholly  useless.  May  I  inform  my  brother,  that  one 
great  object  of  prayer,  is  its  effect  upon  the  supplicant's  own 
heart — to  bring  it  into  submission  to  the  Will  and  Purpose  of 
God.  Dunne  the  agony  in  Gethsemane,  Christ  prayed — "Not 
my  will  but  thine  be  done." — (Luke  xxii.  42.)  Are  we  to  sup- 
pose Jesus  was  doubtful  whether  God  would  accomplish  his 
Will,  and  prayed  in  order  to  persxuide  him  to  be  willing  to  do  his 
own  WUl  7  No ;  the  object  of  the  Redeemer's  prayer  was  to 
bring  his  will  into  subjection  to  the  Will  of  his  Father !  Thus 
St.  raul  directs,  that  prayers  be  made  for  all  men — (1  Tim.  ii. 
1) — not  to  induce  God  to  save  all,  but  to  bring  the  hearts  of 
those  who  utter  such  a  prayer,  into  a  willingness^  that  the  glori- 
ous purpose  of  Jehovah  to  bring  every  creature  to  salvation, 
should  he  accomplished.  A  prayer  to  produce  such  effect,  is 
greatly  needed  by  thousands  in  our  own  day,  as  well  as  in  the 
age  of  the  Apostle  ! ! 

He  charges  me  with  perverting  Dr.  Clarke's  views.  I  plead 
not  guilty  to  this  accusation.  Whatever  I  have  given  from  Dr. 
C.,  has  been  in  bis  own  language.  If  some  of  the  sentiments 
quoted,  conflict  with  the  views  and  language  of  the  Doctor  on 
other  topics,  the  disagreement  arises  from  the  confused  notions  of 
Dr.  C.  himself,  and  which  prevail  among  his  own  sect,  and  not 
in  any  use  I  have  made  of  his  plain  declarations. 

Elder  Holmes  attempts  a  very  feeble  reply  to  my  argument 
from  Antithetical  passages  of  scripture.  Does  he  even  assert 
that  my  construction  of  those  passages,  was  not  c.^riect  ?  Does 
he  attempt  to  show  they  do  not  conclusively  prove  the  salvation 
of  all  men  ?  No.  He  simply  introduces  one  solitary  passage—^ 
(John  V.  28,  29) — which  he  claims  to  be  antithetical,  and  which 
he  would  have  you  believe  overthrows  all  those  I  broueht  for- 
ward in  my  argument.  In  other  words,  he  makes  the  Bible  con- 
tradict itself,  in  order  to  overthrow  Universalism !  But  here  his 
usual  misfortune  attends  him.    Allowing  the  passage  to  be  clivU- 


Tmr) — 1.  e.  an  unhappy  condition  of  mind  and' 
moral  resurrection  had  already  commenced  when^ 
the  passage  under  consideration.     This  is  evident  : 
text :     "  He  that  heareth  my  word,  and  believeth 
sent  me,  hath  everlasting  life,  and  shall  not  come 
nation,  [Gr.  krisin]  but  IS  PASSED  from  death  unt 
ly,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  the  hour  is  coming,  aa 
when  the  dead  shall  hear  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  Gt 
that  hear,  shall  /iv«." — (v.  24,  25.)    Thus,  allowini 
to  be  antithetical^  it  furnishes  no  evidence  against  tt 
Universal  Salvation.     But  it  is  not  antithetical.     W 
tithesis  ?     It  is  not  a  sentence  where  one  fact  is  sim 
ed  in  connection  with  another  fact,  as  in  the  passa 
Elder  Holmes.     But  it  is  a  sentence  where  one  thin 
agaiiut  another  to  balance  it,  as  in  a  pair  of  scales, 
cimen  of  this  description  of  composition,  is  found  i 
22:— 


"  As  in  Adam  A     vvvk  ark—  S  In  Christ 

ALL  DIE.  >-EVbNBU-J     ALL  BE  MA 


Here  the  latter  part  of  the  sentence  balances  the 

f troves  a  restoration  in  Christ,  of  ALL  that  was  h 
t  must  be  evident  to  every  mind,  that  the  Elder  has 
proached  my  Antithetical  argument.  I  would  urge  o 
review  that  argument,  and  carefully  note  the  remark 
ter  of  the  passages  of  scripture  which  are  there  qu 
prove  to  a  demonstration,  that  whatever  and  a//,  tha 
race  may  be  said  to  have  lost,  in  consequence  of  beii 
the  Adamic  nature,  subject  to  temptation,  evil  and  t 
restored  or  made  up  to  them  in  Chiifltj  ia  tWMMiiti 
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ral  passages  in  my  Antithetical  arrament.  He  says  I  do  not  be- 
lieve the  plain  assertions  of  this  chapter,  and  that  Universalism 
wholly  denies  them.  There  is  not  one  word  of  truth  in  this  decla- 
ration /  f  I  could  with  as  much  propriety  charge  him  with  re- 
iecting^e  whole  Bible,  and  therfe  would  be  quite  as  much  truth 
m  sucn  an  assertion !  Unirersalism  denies  nothing  in  that  chap- 
ter ;  but  draws  some  of  its  strongest  proofs  from  its  comprehen- 
sire  teachings.  And  as  for  myself,  I  believe  every  word  the 
Apostle  has  there  written.  No  part  of  the  Divine  Volume  is 
more  precious  to  me,  or  gives  me  more  enlarged  and  glorious 
yiews  of  the  work'  which  Christ  has  pledged  himself  to  complete ! 
But  I  frankly  acknowledge,  I  disbelieve  and  reject  the  limping 
construction  which  Elder  Holmes,  and  his  theological  coadjutors, 
put  upon  the  5  th  of  Romans.  Here  we  have  a  specimen  of  his 
ehort-siehted  logic.  He  assumes  that  his  construction  of  the  chap- 
ter is  the  true  one ;  and  because  I  repudiate  that,  he  childishly 
accuses  me  of  disbelieving  the  chapter  itself/  I  humbly  suggest 
that  there  is  an  infinite  distinction  between  the  principles  which 
St.  Paul  inculcates  in  that  chapter,  and  the  doctrines  which  the 

5artialist  school  seek  to  draw  from  it.    The  latter  I  reject — ^the 
ormer  I  believe. 

The  last  of  the  forlorn  array  of  Negative  Arguments,  which 
Elder  Holmes  has  introduced,  is  truly  unique.  It  is  that  Univer- 
salism  is  a  new  discovery.  He  declares  it  was  never  dreamed  of, 
until  modem  days — and  is  not  JJ/ify  years  old !  Why  docs  he  not 
give  credit  for  this  argument?  It  came  from  Matthew  Hale 
Smith. 

Ma.  Holmes. — ^I  have  never  seen  any  thing  about  that  in  Mat- 
thew Hale  Smith. 

Mr.  Austin. — It  is  in  the  book  which  the  Elder  shook  at  me  a 
few  days  ago,  and  from  which  he  has  not  ventured  to  read  a 
word.  The  distinguished  honor  of  originating  this  crushing  ar- 
gument on  the  age  of  Universalism,  belongs  to  Matthew,  and  he 
should  not  be  robbed  of  it.  But  look  at  this  argument  for  a  mo- 
ment, under  the  supposition  that  I  should  allow  it  to  be  well 
founded.  Universalism  is  a  new  doctrine,  therefore  it  must  be 
rALSE.  Who  can  but  admire  this  logic!  Let  us  apply  it  to 
some  other  cases.  There  was  a  time  when  the  Gospel  was  a 
new  doctrine — there  was  a  time  when  Protestantism  was  new — 
when  Methodism  was  new.  Now  if  the  opposers  of  these  sys- 
tems, were  as  shrewd,  and  dealt  in  as  **  deep  water"  as  my  oppo- 
nent, they  would  have  insisted  that  Christianity,  Protestantism 
and  Armenianism,  were  all  false,  because  new  !  How  easy  and 
certain  the  triumph  of  the  Jews,  the  Catholics,  and  the  Calvin- 
ists,  when  defended  by  an  argument  so  mighty ! ! 

But  the  argument  has  not  even  the  virtue  of  resting  on  correct 
premises.    Universalism  is  NOT  a  nevf  ^ottnxi<^«   WoaX  \&  ^\ii.- 


^njfsa  luai  uuxKLc    uiai  a  uuiversau 

vres  in  future  (purgatorial)  limited  punishmeii 
ed  by  restoration  to  holiness  and  happiness.     Di 
tute  him  a  Universalist  ?   What,  then,  is  Universii 
doctrine  that  in  the  ^^  fullness  of  times,''  all  m| 
brought  into  a  condition  of  holiness  and  happina 
Mediatorial  rei^n  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  Go| 
who  believes  this  great  truth,  is  infaWi  a  Univeri 
else  he  may  believe.     It  is  but  a  matter  of  commoi 
served  among  the  candid  of  all  classes,  to  allow  ai 
plain  their  .own  sentiments.    And  such  as  I  have  A 
the  meaning  invariably  nven  to  Universalism,  h^ 
that  doctrine.     How  shallow,  then,  the  objection  U 
ism  is  not  fifty  years  old ! 

.Mr.  Holmes  says  John  Murray  did  not  find  mode 
ism  in  the  Bible.  John  Murray  found  the  same  Ur< 
the  Bible  in  his  day,  that  the  venerable  Hosea  Balloi 
ing  Universalist  ministers  do  in  our  day.  There  is 
in  their  opinions  on  this  great  doctrine.  True,  tl 
various  views  on  minor  points,  and  some  Universali: 
entertain  opinions  on  secondary  matters,  different  i 
Murray.  So,  I  have  no  doubt,  many  of  the  Met! 
tain  opinions  on  various  relieious  topics,  which  ma 
from  tne  views  of  John  Wesley ;  but  does  this  pre 
are  not  Methodists  1 

Friend  Holmes  thinks  if  John  Murray  should  C( 
earth,  his  eves  would  flash  with  **  HOLY*  indignatio 
dition  in  wnich  he  would  find  his  Universalist  bretJ 
friend  thinks  Murray's  indignation  would  be.Q|j^ 
must  believe  that  he  is  boi 
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doctrine  to  which  he  devoted  his  life  on  the  earth.  Instead  of 
the  handful  who  co-operated  with  him  in  the  good  work,  he 
would  now  find  nearly  eight  hundred  preachers,  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  believers ! 

But  what  would  John  Calvin  8ay»  should  he  come  back  to 
earth  ?  He  would  spurn  the  Elder  and  his  whole  sect,  as  Evan- 
gelical preachers,  or  christians !  He  would  cast  them  off  from  the 
christian  fraternity,  as  heretics  and  unbelievers.  Yea,  he  would 
disown  his  own  professed  followers,  who  ciine  to  his  namif  but 
are  ashamed  to  acknowled^  their  belief  in  his  doctrines.  With 
eyes  flashing  with  holy  indignation,  he  would  exclaim  to  the 
whole  array  of  modern  Evangelists — "  Avaunt !  degenerate  sons ! ! 
Ye  have  all  departed  from  the  true  faith !  I  disown  and  cast  you 
off  as  hypocritical  pretenders  /  /" 

My  friend  insists  that  Unirersalists  have  a  diflerent  God^ — a  dif- 
ferent Christ — a  different  Atonement,  and  a  different  hell  from  the 
Sirtialist  portion  of  the  community.  In  one  sense,  this  is  true, 
ur  views  vary  materially  from  theirs,  on  these  topics.  The  Being 
we  worship,  is  a  **  God  of  Love,'^  and  not  of  Wrath ! !  Our  Christ 
is  not  a  weak  Savior,  who  would  like  to  do  a  great  ttarkt  but  can- 
mot.  The  Savior  in  whom  we  believe,  is  both  able  and  willing  to 
save  ALL  he  came  to  save,  and  to  finish  the  work  his  Father  ^ve 
him  to  do !  The  Atonement  in  which  we  believe,  is  that  which 
reconciles  man  to  his  Creator,  and  not  God  to  his  creatures! 
Our  hell  is  that  of  which  the  Bible  speaks,  in  which  the  wicked 
are  involved,  so  long  as  they  continue  in  disobedience,  and  not  a 
Hell  stolen  from  the  Heathen,  full  of  demons  and  devils,  and  molt- 
en lava ! !  In  other  words,  our  faith  in  regard  to  these  several 
matters,  we  have  drawn  directly  from  God's  own  Recoid,  and  not 
from  ancient  Pagan  traditions,  or  modem  creeds. 

Mr.  Holmes  has  eiven  us  a  criticism  on  Colos.  i.  20—"  Having 
made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his  Cross,  by  him  to  reconcile 
all  things  unto  himself;  by  him,  I  say,  whether  they  be  things  in 
earth,  or  things  in  heaven."  To  overthrow  the  proof  which  this 
passage  affords  the  doctrine  of  impartial  salvation,  he  says — *'  the 
blood  of  Christ,*'  and  *<  the  death  of  Christ,"  have  been  divorced 
from  the  subject  of  human  salvation,  by  me,  in  this  discussion.  It 
is  not  a  little  difficult  to  determine  whether  such  a  declaration  is  to 
be  attributed  to  consummate  stupidity,  or  a  wilful  disposition 
to  misrepresent,  on  the  part  of  my  opponent!  Charity  would 
incline  me  to  the  former  supposition ;  but  it  does  not  seem  possi- 
ble he  can  be  so  ignorant  as  to  believe  the  statement  he  has  made ! 
He  has  fallen  into  the  same  pit  here,  that  he  dug  for  himself  in  re- 
lation to  my  views  on  the  5th  of  Romans.  Pray,  how  have  I 
"  divorced"  "  the  blood  of  Christ"  and  "  the  death  of  Christ,"  from 
human  salvation !  The  idea  which  the  Elder  and  his  class  of  the- 
oloffians  have  drawn  from  the  heathen  notion  of  sacrifices  and  at- 
tached to  these  scripture  phrases,  I  have  "  divorced"  from  human 
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ialration,  I  acknowledge.  But  in  erery  sense  in  which  the  scrip- 
ture writers  use  these  expressions,  and  attach  them  to  human  ssli- 
vation,  I  sincerely  receive  them.  For  his  own  renutation,  I  trust 
Elder  Holmes  will  not  again  plunge  into  the  hlunaer  of  assuming 
that  his  construction  of  scripture,  and  scripture  itself,  are  synony- 
mous, and  charge  me  with  rejecting  the  latter,  because  I  disallow 
the  former !  When  this  sophistry  is  once  exposed,  it  becomes 
childish  to  repeat  it. 

The  Elder  undertakes  to  limit  the  universality  of  the  passage 
under  consideration,  by  reference  to  a  contingency  in  the  context. 
'*  And  you  tluit  sometimes  were  alienated,  and  enemies  in  your 
mind  by  wicked  works,  yet  mow  hath  he  reconciled  *  *  *  tf 
ye  continue  in  the  faith,  gKiunded  and  settled,  and  be  not  moved 
away  from  the  hope  of  the  gospel."  A  small  amount  of  discem- 
mept  will  show  that  the  contingency,  expressed  in  the  words — '<  If 
ye  continue  in  the  faith,"  etc. — has  reference  solely  to  the  fact  of 
the  Colossians  being  reconciled  "  now^^^  at  that  particular  time,  and 
not  to  the  great  purpose  of  God  to  reconcile  ail  things  to  himself 
through  Christ,  m  *'  the  fullness  of  times.*'  The  declaration  of 
Dr.  Clarke,  that  the  terms  '*  things  in  earth,  and  things  in  heaven,** 
signify  the  Jews  and  Gentiles,  does  not  militate  against  my  con- 
struction of  the  passage.  For  it  is  well  known  that  in  Bible  lan- 
Siiage,  the  terms  Jews  and  Oentiles,  include  all  mankind  f  Why 
id  not  Mr.  Holmes  tell  us  all  Dr.  Clarke  said  upon  this  passage  I 
Dr.  C.  informs  us  that  Dr.  Hammond  declares  tne  terms  *'  things 
in  earth,  and  things  in  heaven,"  are  '*  a  kind  of  collective  phrase, 
to  signify  all  the  world,  or  all  mankind  f* 

1^  brother  Holmes  has  also  made  an  attempt  to  'explain  away 
the  force  of  the  great  truth  asserted  by  the  Prophet — **I  will  not 
contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth;  for  the  spirit 
should  fail  before  me,  and  the  souls  which  I  have  made." — (Isa. 
Ivii.  16.)  He  insists  that  the  preceding  verse  limits  this  declara- 
tion to  a  certain  class,  viz :  '*  the  contrite  and  humble."  "  I  dwell 
in  the  high  and  holy  place,  with  him  also  that  is  of  a  contrite  and 
humble  spirit,  to  revive  the  spirit  of  the  humble,  and  to  revive  the 
heart  of  the  contrite  ones." — (v.  15.)  In  what  sense  this  verse 
can  limit  the  application  of  the  assurance  that  Grod  will  not  con- 
tend forever,  it  is  difficult  to  see.  It  is  very  certain  the  Most 
High  did  not  mean  to  say  simply  that  he  would  not  contend  forev- 
er with  the  "  contrite  and  humble."  When  we  give  the  passags 
the  plain  construction  required  by  the  laws  of  language,  and  the 
dictates  of  good  sense,  its  meaning  becomes  abundantly  evident. 
The  Creator,  after  stating  that  he  dwells  with  the  contrite  and 
humble,  goes  on  to  reveal  an  infinitely  important  fact  in  relation 
to  all  men,  viz :  that  he  is  not  an  enemy  to  any  of  the  creatures  he 
has  formed — that  although  he  will  punish  them  justly  for  their 
sins,  vet  he  will  not  war  with  them,  and  tear  them  in  pieces,  as 
ths  blood-thirsty  savage,  or  the  fierce  hyena,  destroy  their  vif- 
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tims.  This  was  the  momentous  truth  he  aimed  to  impress  upon 
the  hearts  of  men.  He  designed  to  instruct  them  that  he  acted  on 
higher  and  better  principles  than  the  sanguinary  gods  of  the  sur- 
rounding heathen  nations.  The  priests  of  these  gods  taught  that 
they  would  bl£ss  their /ri^nis  onty,  while  they  would  pour  oat 
fjorath  and  torment  upon  their  enemies/oretvr  /  /  But  the  true  Grod 
holds  the  tender  relationship  of  Father  to  all  his  creatures,  and  his 
proceedings  with  them  are  characterized  bv  principles  entirely  dif- 
lerent  from  those  which  govern  Pagan  idols.  That  this  is  the  en- 
tire meaning  and  spirit  of  the  passage,  is  evident  not  only  from  the 
structure  of  the  language  itself,  but  also  from  the  succeeding  ver- 
ses. '*  For  the  iniquity  of  his  covetousness  was  I  wroth,  and 
Mmote  him.  I  hid  me  and  was  wroth,  and  he  went  on  frowardly  in 
the  way  of  his  heart.  1  have  seen  his  ways,  and  will  HEAL  him. 
I  will  LEAD  him  also,  and  restore  comforts  unto  him  and  his 
mourners.'' — (v.  17,  18.)  Here  God  plainly  asserts  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  his  government,  is  not  like  that  of  heathen  deities,  who 
punish  simply  to  destroy ;  but  he  punishes  to  heal  and  restore  the 
disobedient !  How  perfectly  my  opponent  perverts  the  language 
which  inculcates  these  high  and  beautiful  principles,  by  his  con- 
struction of  the  passage.  To  have  it  teach  the  doctrine  he  would 
fasten  upon  it,  the  Prophetshould  have  written  it  thus :  '*  I  will 
not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth,  with  tiM 
humble  and  contrite ;  but  I  WILL  contend  FOREVER,  and  I 
WILL  be  ALWAYS  wroth  with  the  millions  of  my  own  children  who 
fail  to  see  and  feel  the  light  of  truth  in  the  brief  span  of  this 
life ! !  !*'  Is  there  a  man,  endowed  with  ordinary  perception,  who 
can  believe  Deity  designed  to  convey  such  an  idea  ? 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  that  there  are  not  the  slightest  traces  oiVni- 
versalism  in  the  History  of  the  Christian  Church  in  past  ages;  and 
that  for  1700  years,  not  one  man  can  be  named,  who  knew  any 
thin^  about  it.  In  this  declaration  I  charge  my  opponent  with  ex- 
hibiting deplorable  ignorance  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  or  with  the 
most  marked  and  wilful  misrepresentation.  To  sustain  this  posi- 
tion, I  offer  the  following  facts  to  the  consideration  of  the  audi- 
n&nce,  and  the  world  : 

The  gospel  itself  clearly  proclaims  the  doctrine  of  the  final  sal- 
vation of  all  mankind,  as  I  have  shown  by  a  large  class  of  the 
most  plain  and  emphatic  passages  to  be  found  in  the  Bible.  That 
this  sentiment  had  always  prevailed  among  the  people  of  God, 
from  the  earliest  ages  of  the  world,  we  are  assured  by  St.  Peter. 
He  declares  that — "The  times  of  the  Restitutiow  of  ALL 
THINGS,  God  hath  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  ALL  his  Holt  Pro- 
phets since  the  world  began  ! ! !" — (Acts  iii.  21.)  And  the  same 
doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  has  been  believed  and  advocated 
in  the  Christian  Church,  by  the  most  eminent  and  learned  men  in 
difierent  ages,  from  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  to  our  own  dajr. 
Down  to  Uie  year  A.  D.  190,  there  are  out  few  traces  of  the  wii- 
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ting;8  of  the  Christian  Fathers,  now  extant ;  yet  in  these,  we  find 
a  distinct  recognition  of  the  salination  of  all  men.  About  the  year 
120,  there  were  two  large  sects  in  the  church,  called  **  Basilidians*' 
and  **  Carpocratians.'*  They  were  believers  in  the  final  salvation 
of  all  mankind.  This  was  only  90  years  after  Christ's  death,  and 
bat  20  years  after  the  decease  of  St.  John. 

These  sects  most  have  been  in  existence,  and  known  to  that 
Apostle.  Aboat  A.  D.  150,  we  find  this  doctrine  declared  in  what 
are  termed  the  "  Sibylline  Oracles,"  written  by  certain  Christians  to 
convince  the  heathen  of  the  truth  of  Christianity.  The  pretence 
that  they  were  **  Oracles,"  was  of  course  false ;  and  in  patting 
forth  such  a  claim,  their  authors  ereatly  erred.  Nevertheless, 
these  '*  Oracles'*  serve  to  show  us  what  doctrines  prevailed  in  the 
church  at  that  earl^  day.  No  one  doubts  they  gave  a  correct  ex- 
position of  the  sentiments  which  were  then  received  by  Christians 
as  '*  Orthodox."  And  as  they  clearly  teach  the  salvation  of  the 
world,  it  is  proof  positive,  that  this  was  a  prevailing  doctrine 
among  the  followers  of  Christ.  In  the  year  190,  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation  was  plainly  preached  by  Clemens  of  Alexan- 
dria, President  of  the  Uatechetical,  or  Theological  School,  at 
Alexandria,  Egypt,  and  one  of  the  most  eminent  of  the  early  Fa- 
thers. After  him  it  was  proclaimed  by  his  pupil,  Origen,  the 
most  renowned  scholar  and  theologian,  between  the  days  of  the 
Apostles  and  the  Reformation.  No  doubt  Origen  was  visionary  on 
80me  points.  But  while  many  of  his  opinions  were  condemned, 
yet  for  three  hundred  years  after  his  death,  his  Universalism  was 
not  censured  or  complained  of,  by  the  most  bitter  of  his  opponents. 
In  this  fact  we  have  evidence  that  most  of  the  members  of  the 
Christian  Church,  during  that  long  period,  sympathized  with  him 
in  his  doctrine  of  the  world's  salvation.  It  was  also  maintained 
by  Ambrosius,  Htus  of  Bostra,  Gregory  Nissen,  Gregory  Nazian- 
zen,  Dydimus  of  Alexandria,  and  many  other  of  the  most  eminent 
Fathers.  Some  of  these  prominent  Universalists  were  sent  out  by 
the  orthodox  party  of  the  church,  to  preach  against  the  furegiet 
which  then  nrevailed. — Thus  showing  that  Universalism  was  the 
orthodoxy  of  the  early  Christian  Church. 

But  as  the  Dark  Ages  came  on,  and  Art,  Literature,  Science, 
and  Knowledge,  disappeared  from  the  world,  amid  the  grossest  ig- 
aorance.  the  doctrine  of  God's  impartial  grace,  the  most  glorious 
light  of  the  Gos|)el,  became  obscured.  Gradually  its  flame  burned 
more  and  more  dim,  as  the  dark  clouds  of  heathen  error  and  igno- 
rance rolled  in,  until  its  enemies  gained  the  ascendency,  and 
finally  condemned  and  voted  it  down,  in  the  Fifth  General  Coun- 
cil, convened  at  Constantinople,  in  A.  D.  553.  When  we  consid- 
er the  a^e  when  this  condemnation  was  enacted — the  ignorance, 
superstition  and  corruption,  which  then  prevailed  in  the  Christian 
Church — ^it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  rather  a  complimsnt  to  Uni- 
versalism than  a  censure.    The  doctrine  was  too  enlarged,  too  en- 
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lightened,  too  libera^  to  be  tolerated  in  an  age  of  barbarism  ,and 
darkness.  Dr.  Jortin  says  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Councils  of  those 
ages — '*  Some  of  these  Councils  were  not  assemblies  of  pious  and 
learned  divines,  but  cabals^  the  majority  of  which  were  quarrel- 
8ome,/ana/tca/,  DOMINEERING,  DISHONEST  prelates!  who  want- 
ed to  compel  men  to  approve  all  their  opinions,  of  which  them- 
selves had  no  clear  conception,  and  to  anathematize  and  oppress 
those  who  would  not  implicitly  submit  to  their  determinations! !" 
— {Dr.  Jortiri's  Works^  vol.  7,  charge  2.)  The  condemnation  of 
TJniversalism  by  such  a  council,  can  have  no  weight  in  an  en- 
lightened and  unprejudiced  mind.  It  was  an  appropriate  work 
for  such  ecclesiastics  to  condemn  and  anathematize  a  doctrine  so 
rrand  and  heavenly,  as  that  which  teaches  the  final  repentance  and 
happiness  of  all  mankind  ! ! 

This  sentiment,  however,  did  not  wholly  disappear,  even  after 
the  condemnation  of  the  Fifth  General  Council.  We  can  occasional- 
ly see  traces  of  it,  and  now  and  then  find  an  advocate  throughout 
toe  entire  extent  of  the  Dark  Ages.  As  late  as  the  year  730,  the 
various  councils  continued  to  condemn  Universalism ;  thus  plainly 
Bhowin;3^  that  it  still  continued  to  exist.  In  744,  it  was  advocated 
by  Clement,  a  Catholic  priest.  In  850,  it  was  maintained  by  John 
Scotus  Erigena,  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  one  of  the  most  learned 
and  celebrated  men  of  his  age.  When  Alfred  the  Great,  of  Eng- 
laod,  founded  the  College  at  Oxford,  he  desired  to  place  John  Sco- 
tus Erigeiia  at  its  head,  notwithstanding  his  Universalism,  but  he 
refused  to  accept  the  appointment.  In  1190,  Universal  Salvation 
was  maintained  in  France  by  Raynold,  Abbot,  of  the  Monastery  of 
St.  Martin.  Also  by  Amalric.  an  eminent  professor  of  logic  and 
theology  in  Paris,  in  1210.  In  1222,  we  find  this  doctrine  among 
the  Nesiorians,  one  of  the  most  ancient  sects,  whose  existence  has 
extended  from  the  earliest  ages,  down  to  the  present  day,  and  one 
of  whose  Bishops  recently  visited  this  country.  At  that  date, 
S;iloman,  Bishop  of  Bassorah,  clearly  proclaimed  the  salvation  of 
all  men.  In  confirmation  of  that  doctrine,  he  quotes  the  opinions 
of  Theodorus  of  Mopsuestia,  and  Diodorus  of  Tarsus,  both  emi- 
nent Chrisiian  Fathers  of  an  early  age.  He  also  asserts  that  oth- 
er Ncstorian  writers  taught  the  same  sentiment.  Many  other  emi- 
nent defenders  of  this  faith  might  be  mentioned  down  to  the  days 
of  the  Reformation. 

After  that  great  event  had  broken  the  chains  of  spiritual  despot- 
i«(m,  and  given  the  people  liberty  of  conscience,  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation  t^peedily  revived,  and  found  numerous  and  able 
advocates.  The  Anabaptists  generally  embraced  it.  And  it  has 
been  supported  by  many  of  the  most  able  and  learned  men,  in  dif- 
ferent countries,  down  to  our  own  day.  In  England,  the  final  sal- 
vation of  all  men  was  believed  and  defended  by  Dr.  Hey,  Hev. 
Jeremy  White,  chaplain  to  Oliver  Cromwell,  Dr.  Henrv  Mo^^^ 
Archbishop  Tillotson,  Dr.  Thomas  Burnet,  ^\i  \«»ax.  ^«7i\.Q>\i^ 
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Bishop  Newton,  Dr.  Samuel  Clarke,  Dr.  George  Cheney,  Chevalier 
Ramsay,  Daniel  De  Foe,  the  celebrated  author,  Dr.  DoJdridge,  Dr. 
Ehvaril  Young,  author  of  Night  Thoughts,  and  a  large  number 
of  others,  whose  names  cannot  here  be  enumerated.  There  i^ 
good  evidence  also  to  prove,  that  Dr.  Isaac  Watts,  author  of 
Watts*  Psalms  and  Hymns,  was  a  believer  in  Universal  ReJejnp- 
thn.  That  doctrine  has  also  had  many  eminent  defenJcrs  since 
the  Reformation,  in  Germany,  Switzerland,  Hollan-I,  France,  and 
other  countries,  whose  names  stand  high  in  literature  and  theolo- 
gy. It  is  well  known  that  Oberlin — the  sainted  Oberlin — whose 
praise  is  in  the  mouths  of  all  christians,  and  whose  name  has  been 
adopted  by  an  Evangelical  Theological  Institute  in  Ohio,  was  a 
believer  in  the  final  salvation  of  the  whole  world  ! 

Nor  were  those  comprised  in  this  long  array,  whether  in  an- 
cient or  modern  days,  merely  Armenians^  as  Elder  Holmes  will 
assert — i.  e. — believers  simply  that  Christ  died  for  all,  but 
that  multitudes  will  fall  into  endless  sin  and  woe,  notwithstand- 
ing Jesus  shed  his  blood  for  them.  The  eminent  men  whose 
names  I  have  enumerated,  were  Armenians  so  far  as  to  believe 
that  the  Redeemer  died  for  the  world;  but  they  were  also  Univer- 
m/»M,  in  believing  that  all  for  whom  Christ  died,  will  ultimately 
be  saved.  In  corroboration  of  this  fact,  did  my  limits  admit,  [ 
could  give  you  extracts  from  the  writings  of  most  of  them,  in 
which  they  advocate  the  final  salvation  of  all  men,  in  an  emphatic 
manner. 

At  the  present  day,  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  pre- 
vails generally  throughout  Germany — a  country  where  Profes^isor 
Dwight  declares  theoloey  is  a  centunj  in  advance  of  America.  It 
is  not  confined  to  the  class  usually  denominated  RationtilistSj  al- 
though they  generally  adopt  it,  but  it  prevails  extensively  among 
the  Evangelical,  or  orthodox  sects  in  Germany.  Professor  Dwight 
of  Yale  College,  son  of  President  Dwight,  a  man  of  great  integ- 
rity, and  with  rdigious  tenets  strictly  orthodox,  who,  a  few  years 
since,  travelled  extensively  in  Germany,  declares  in  his  book  en- 
titled *'Dwight*s  Travels  in  the  North  of  Germany,"  that  "the 
doctrine  of  the  ETERNITY  of  Future  Punishment,  is  almost  t/m- 
versally  REJECTED !"  He  says,  moreover,  "  I  have^^seen  but 
one  person  in  Germany  who  believed  it,  and  but  one  other  whose 
mind  was  wavering  on  this  subject." 

Professor  Sears  of  the  Baptist  Theological  Seminary,  Newton, 
Mass.,  made  the  tour  of  Germany  not  many  years  ao^o,  and  tar- 
ried in  that  country  some  months.  In  his  published  Letters,  giv- 
ing an  account  of  his  travels,  he  declared  that  Professor  Tholuck, 
who  stands  at  the  head  of  the  Evangelical  sects  in  Germany,  ami 
whose  fame  extends  throughout  our  owh  country,  was  a  believer 
in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  The  language  of  Prosessor  Sears, 
announcing  this  fact,  was  as  follows  :  "This  distinguished  and 
excellent  mm,  [Tholuck,]  in  common  with  the  GREAT  MAJORI- 
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TY  of  the  EVANGELICAL  Diyines  in  Germany  ♦  ♦  »  » 
believes  that'ALL  MEN,  and  fallen  spirits,  vrill  finally  be  iavid^ 
This  declaration  has  been  stoutly  denied  by  many  of  the  ortho- 
dox in  the  United  States,  and  is  still  denied.  But  rrofessor  Sears, 
after  his  return,  reiterated  in  the  strongest  terms,  the  assertion 
that  Tholuck  was  a  believer  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  He  de- 
clared that  this  was  not  a  matter  of  "  hearsay"  with  him,  j  but  he 
knew  it  to  be  a  fact.  He  had  conversed  personally  with  Tholuck 
on  the  subject,  and  had  heard  him  repeatedly  declare  his  belief  in 
that  doctrine,  without  evasion  or  reservation.  Professor  Sears 
had  a  private  discussion  with  Tholuck,  at  his  residence,  on  Uni- 
versal Salvation.  The  latter  advocating  the  salvation  of  all,  and 
the  former  objecting  to  it.  Professor  Sears  frequently  attended 
the  Lectures  TholucK  delivered  to  his  Theological  students.  *'  In^ 
one  of  these  Lectures,"  says  Professor  S.,  "he  took  up,  at  great 
length,  the  subject  of  Universal  Salvation  in  the  American  sense 
of  the  term,  and  declared  his  belief  in  the  doctrine  in  the  most  une- 
quivocal  manner ! ! !"  Moreover,  Professor  Sears  gives  the  testi- 
mony of  Hengstenberg,  Oucken,  and  Professor  Balentine,  all  emi- 
nent theologians  in  Germany,  and  we!l  acquainted  with  Tholuck, 
who  unite  in  declaring  that  he  was  a  believer  in  the  salvation  of 
all  the  world. 

It  will  be  recollected  Professor  Sears  declared  that  not  only  Tho- 
lack,  but  the  "  ^ecU  majority  of  the  Evangelical  Divines  m  Ger- 
many,** were  behevers  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  testimony  of  Professor  Stuart,  of  Andover  Theological 
Seminary,  the  great  orthodox  institution  of  New  England.  In  an 
article  from  his  pen,  on  Universalism,  published  in  the  Biblical  Re- 
pository, in  1840,  he  says — **  This  doctrine  [the  final  salvation  of 
all  men]  has  become  so  wide-spread  in  Germany,  that  it  pervades 
even  the  ranks  of  those  who  are  regarded  as  serious  and  evangeli* 
col  men,  in  respect  to  most  or  all,  of  what  is  called  orthodox  doc- 
trine, saving  the  point  before  us!"  •  What  effect  has  their  Univer- 
salism  on  the  hearts  and  lives  of  the  German  christians  ?  Does  it 
injure  them .'  Listen  to  the  testimony  of  Professor  Dwigbt.  He 
says — "  I  have  never  seen  any  christians  who  seemed  to  me  to 
have  a  deeper  sense  of  the  odiousness  of  sin  in  the  sight  of  God, 
or  whose  hearts  beat  with  more  ardent  gratitude  toward  our  Sav- 
ior, for  the  great  redemption  he  has  made  for  fallen  man.  •  •  * 
We  must  look  in  vain  for  brighter  examples  of  piety  than  they 
exhibit.  *  *  *  In  their  charity  and  love,  the  Protestant  inhab- 
itants of  most  countries  would  do  well  to  imitate  them.*^ — {DvnghVs 
Travels,  p.  423.) 

In  regard  to  England,  I  have  already  stated  that  many  of  its 
most  eminent  divines,  Doctors  of  Divinity  and  Bishops,  for  centu- 
ries past,  were  believers  in  the  ultimate  salvation  of  all  men.  We 
have  the  best  evidence  for  believing  that  this  sentiment  preTaib 
extansively  among  all  sects — even  toe  most  orthodox  in  thaX  cA^ask- 
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try,  at  the  present  day.  Rev.  John  Foster,  recently  deceased, 
was  one  of  the  most  eminent  theologians  of  Great  Britain.  He 
stood  at  the  head  of  the  Baptist  denominatipn  throughout  the 
world  ;  and  was  confessedly  the  *•  pattern  man*'  of  their  sect.  A 
late  writer  in  the  New  York  Ohscrver,  [Presbyterian]  says  of  Fos- 
ter— *'  He  was  in  some  respects  the  pride  of  the  English  Dissent- 
ers ;  and  as  a  writer,  he  has  had,  and  will  continue  to  have,  a 
eommanding  influence,  not  indeed  directly  over  the  mass  of  the 
religious  public,  but  over  those  minds,  that  influence  and  guide 
the  masses  ! !"  John  Foster  was  a  UNIVERSALIST  ! ! !  He 
was  a  clear,  settled,  decided  believer  in  the  salvation  of  all  men  ! 
In  his  conversation  and  his  writings,  he  advocated  that  doctrine. 
The  English  editor  of  Foster's  works,  says  he  must  "  be  permitted 
in  justice  to  his  memory,  to  remark  that  in  Mr.  Foster's  mind,  as  is 
evident  from  his  other  writing,  this  belief  [in  Universal  Salvation,] 
was  associated  with  the  holiest  views  of  the  Divine  Being,  and 
with  a  most  elevated  standard  of  moral  excellence.*'  Foster  was 
not  alone  in  his  opinion  on  this  subject.  In  a  letter  to  a  young 
friend,  giving  his  reasons  for  dissenting  from  the  doctrine  of  End- 
less Punishment,  he  says,  he  knew  a  number  of  clergymen,  of 
great  pietu  and  intelligence,  some  dead  and  some  still  living,  who 
entertained  similar  views  to  his  own ;  and  who,  though  they  did 
not  like  to  say  much  on  the  subject  in  public,  would  freely  express 
their  opinions  in  relation  to  il,  in  private/ 

The  meeting  of  the  famous  World^s  Convention,  in  London,  to 
form  an  Evangelical  Alliance,  held  a  year  or  two  since,  affords 
e«od  evidence  of  the  prevalence  of  Universalisl  opinions  in  Great 
Britain  and  various  parts  of  Europe.  Previous  to  the  meeting  of 
the  Convention,  the  British  divines  had  united  in  a  Doctrinal  Ba- 
sis, on  which  the  Alliance  should  be  formed.  And  it  is  a  remark- 
able fact,  that  in  that  Basis  they  agreed  to  omit  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Punishment.  There  is  great  significance  in  this  omission. 
It  is  strong  proof  that  the  belief  in  that  sentiment  prevails  but  to  a 
small  degree  in  Great  Britain.  When,  however,  the  American  Del- 
egates appeared  in  the  Convention,  they  stoutly  insisted  that  end- 
less woe  should  be  adopted  as  one  of  the  articles  of  ba^is.  The 
British  and  European  members  resisted  the  effort  to  introduce  this 
doctrine !  We  are  toli  that  a  "  most  striking,  animated  and  lumi- 
nous discussion"  ensued,  which  continued  t^iree  days! f 

The  principal  grounds  taken  against  the  introduction  and  adop- 
tion of  Eternal  Misery,  by  the  British  and  European  members  of  the 
Convention,  according  to  a  writer  in  the  New  York  Observer,  were 
as  follows:  *'  1.  The  belief  of  the  doctrine  was  not  essential  to 
salvation.'*  The  evangelical  christians  in  Great  Britain  and  Eu- 
rope, do  not  consider  a  belief  in  endless  woe  as  "  essential  to  salva- 
tion'^— i.  e.  they  insist  men  can  be  saved  without  believing  it  I 
Where  is  Elder  Holmes'  oft  repeated  declaration  of  ths  danger  of 
ring  in  fhs  vroild's  salvation  ?    '*  2.  Thers  srs  soma  good 
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men  in  doubt  about  it  !**  Some  good  men  in  Europe  are  in  doubt 
in  regard  to  eternal  wretchedness.  And  from  what  we  hare  seen 
respecting  Germany,  it  may  be  beliered  most  s^ood  men  doubt  that 
sentiment.  "  3.  Some  [good  men]  entirely  DISBEMEVE  it !  !*» 
This  word  '*  some,"  does  not  declare  the  lo'iole  truth.  Multitudes 
of  the  best  of  men,  and  the  most  learned  and  sound  theologians 
throughout  Europe,  entirely  reject  the  doctrine  of  ceaseless  agony. 
To  satisfy  the  most  unbelieving  on  this  point,  let  them  listen  to 
the  following  paragraph  from  the  New  York  Obserrer,  [Presbyte- 
rian] in  reference  to  the  developments  of  Universaiism  at  the 
World's  Convention : — 

**  The  recent  Convention  in  London,  for  the  formation  of  the 
Evangelical  AUiancef  has  had  one  incidental  effect,  which  was  not 
contemplated  by  those  who  were  active  in  gettine  up  that  move- 
ment. It  has  unveiled  the  FACT  before  the  world,  and  especially 
it  has  fixed  the  attention  of  the  American  churches  upon  tne  fact, 
that  the  so  called  evangelical  religion  of  England,  and  of  Europe^ 
is  infected  to  an  alarming  extent  with  a  tendency  to  UNIVER- 
SALISM  ! !" 

In  the  United  States,  it  is  well  known  there  have  been  many  be- 
lievers in  Universal  Salvation,  aside  from  the  Universalist  denom- 
ination. Some  of  the  most  eminent  men  in  the  days  of  our  Revo- 
lution, adopted  that  sentiment.  Among  them  may  be  enumerated 
Gen.  Green,  who  appointed  Rev.  John  Murray,  the  first  preacher 
of  Universaiism  in  America,  as  Chaplain  of  the  Rhode  Island  Brig- 
ade. Some  of  the  orthodox  clergymen  remonstrated  against  thiB 
appointment.  But  Gen.  Washington  confirmed  it,  and  in  General 
Orders,  directed  that  Mr.  Murray  *'  be  respected  accordingly  !" 
Dr.  Benjamin  Ruth,  one  of  the  signers  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, was  a  warm  and  open  Universalist ;  as  was  also  his 
friend,  the  eminent  Dr.  Redman,  of  Philadelphia.  Of  the  celebra- 
ted Dr.  Franklin,  his  daughter,  Mrs.  Black,  writes  as  follows : 
**  In  his  opinion,  no  system  of  faith  in  the  christian  world,  was  so 
well  calculated  to  promote  the  interests  of  society,  as  the  doctrine 
which  showed  "a  God  reconciling  a  lapsed  world  to  himself." 
Belonging  to  the  orthodox  clergy,  of  about  the  same  period,  were 
Dr  Charles  Chauncey,  of  Boston,  Dr.  John  Tyler,  of  Norwich, 
Conn.,  and  Dr.  Joseph  Huntington,  of  Coventry,  Conn.,  who  were 
all  believers  and  defenders  of  Universal  Salvation. 

That  Universaiism  is  spreading  at  the  present  day,  to  a  greater 
or  less  degree,  throughout  the  ranks  of  all  the  partialist  sects  of 
our  country,  both  among  clergymen  and  laymen,  is  evident  from 
the  language  of  Professor  Stuart,  of  Andover  Theological  Semina- 
ry. Speaking  of  a  class  of  orthodox  christians  who  believe  in  the 
final  salvation  of  all  men,  he  says—*'  Not  a  few  persons  in  our 
community,  [i.  e.  among  the  evangelical  sects,]  secretly  belong  to 
this  class.  Among  them,**  continues  the  Professor,  "are  not  a 
few  oi  the  professed  preachers  of  the  gospel  \  \  V — ^BibVicdillt^^Qi^ 
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in  past  g^enerations,  with  the  ded 
that  •*  not  the  slightest  traces  of  Universit 
History  of  the  Christian  Church  in  past  i 
years,  not  one  man  can  be  named  who  k^ 
I  ask  what  dependence  can  be  placed  on  \ 
troversialist,  who  will  deliberately  make  i 

Time  admonishes  me  that  my  labors  ill 
cassion,  must  be  brought  to  a  terminatioi 
affirmatire  of  this  question,  is  bow  cool 
the  want  of  other  testimony  yet  remainini 
weighty,  as  that  already  introduced,  but  be< 
the  question,  has  expired.     Every  well  ii 
aware  that  I  have  not  brought  forth  a  tithe  ( 
ing  in  behalf  of  the  doctrine  we  believe  ani 
the  greatest  difficulties  encountered  in  preps 
was  to  select  from  the  Vast  Store  house  o 
had  access,  such  as  would  be  most  fitted  t( 
occasion.    But  enough  have  been  introduc< 
intelligent  and  unprejudiced  minds,  that  ' 
dence  for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  fi 

I  would  respectfully  request  the  audienc( 
ly,  in  their  tnoughtful  moments,  the  evidi 
support  of  this  most  desirable  doctrine.  L 
ments  I  have  drawn,  from  the  Attributes  oi 
his  Mercy — ^his  Justice — his  Wisdom — his 
edge — the  arguments  from  the  Desire  of  G( 
his  Government,  his  Parental  character*.  I 
Promises,  his  Pleasura, 
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them  from  its  solid  base,  or  weakened  it  in  the  slightest  degree  ? 
Jui^e  ye  who  have  intelligence,  discrimination  and  candor! 

I  065  ^'*-  audience  to  rainember,  Jehovah  is  infinitely  PERFECT 
in  all  his  Auribuies.  He  will  not  deny  his  own  nature — he  will 
not  conlralict  ilie  promptings  of  his  great  moral  characteristics — 
he  will  not  violate  the  tlictates  of  his  Love,  his  Groodness,  his  Jus- 
tice, his  AL^rcy — lie  will  not  iorev at  perpetuate  sin  and  wretched- 
ne53,  which  are  the  direct  oppositesoi  his  own  nature — the  aniipo- 
d35  of  his  Holiness  anl  his  Benevolence.  It  is  the  first  prompt- 
ing of  reason,  that  in  a  creation  formed,  governed,  and  sustained, 
by  an  infinitely  perfect  Deity,  however  temporary  evil  may  be  al- 
lovveJ,  for  wise  reasons  lo  exist  for  a  season,  yet  nothing  can  be 
perpetuated  forever,  but  that  which  fully  a^re«  with  all  the  char- 
acteristics of  that  Deity.  This  proposition  is  so  self-evident,  that 
no  man  will  hazard  his  reputation  for  common  sense,  so  far  as  to 
deny  it.  In  agreement  and  support  of  this  proposition,  all  my  Ar- 
guments have  been  framed ;  while  every  Argument  of  my  oppo- 
nent, so  far  as  it  has  had  any  bearing  on  the  question,  has  aimed 
directly  to  overthrow  it.  Indeed,  he  could  hope  for  success  only 
on  the  destruction  of  the  self-evident  statement  I  have  just  laid 
down.  He  c;in  erect  the  superstructure  of  his  faith  alone  on  the 
ruins  of  God's  Moral  Government,  and  the  imperfection  of  his  At- 
tributes !  The  question  is  his,  only  as  he  has  succeeded  in  show- 
ing that  Deity  will  forever  sustain  in  existence  that  which  is  in 
eternal  opposition  to  his  Desire,  Intention,  Will,  Purpose,  Wis- 
dom, Power,  Love,  Benevolence,  Justice,  Mercy,  and  every  attri- 
bute and  perfection  pertaining  to  the  Godhead.  If  he  has  been 
successful  in  estabhshing  this  fact,  then  he  has  proved  his  doc- 
trine. But  in  that  case,  how  much  of  God  would  be  left  ?  How 
much  of  any  quality  or  power  that  can  inspire  the  slightest  confi- 
dence or  trust  in  the  human  heart,  or  give  the  least  foundation  for 
rational  hope,  would  remain  in  Jehovah  ? 

Throughout  the  debate  on  this  question,  Elder  Holmes  has  ac- 
knowledged that  it  was  God's  Desire,  Intention,  Will  and  Purpose, 
to  bring  all  mankind  ultimately  to  a  state  of  holiness  and  happi- 
ness. His  Goodness,  his  Benevolence,  every  moral  perfection  of 
his  nature,  prompted  to  this  glorious  and  heavenly  work.  I  have 
shown  that  to  accomplish  it,  two  qualities  in  Jehovah  were  requi- 
site, viz  :  IFixdom  to  arrange  a  plan,  and  Power  to  carry  it  into 
execution.  Can  any  believer  doubt  the  existence  of  these  Attri- 
butes }  All  acknowledge  his  Wisdom  is  infinite.  Hence  it  CAN- 
NOT err  in  adopiinz  such  a  plan  as  shall  be  perfectly  adapted  to 
produce  this  «creat  and  desirable  result !  All  admit  that  his  rower, 
both  spiritual,  moral  and  physical,  is  Omntpo^cni— overwhelming 
— irresistible ! !  It  must  necessarily  be  able  to  carry  into  com- 
plete execution,  all  the  plans  that  Wisdom  oripnates!  The  very 
fact  that  a  plan  is  formed  by  Infinite  Wisdom,  is  self-evident  proof 
that  it  is  PRACTICABLE,  and  CAN  be  accomplished.    Aj^jI  ^.'aaX 


892  aubtih's  twelptb  speech 

a  plan  is  praditabU^  is  enough  to  show  that  Power  Omnipotent 
can  execute  it.  The  direct  and  irresistible  deduction  from  these 
premises,  is,  that  in  the  final  consummation  of  God's  purposes  and 
plans,  all  intelligent  beings  will  be  brou^^ht  into  a  condition  of  ho- 
liness and  happiness ! ! !  All  this,  I  hare  shown  on  the  affirma- 
tire  of  the  question.  And  what  has  my  opponent  done  in  reply  ? 
Has  he  succeeded  in  advancing  an  argument  that  has  touched  ei- 
ther mv  premises  or  my  conclusions  ?  Search,  investigate,  all  be 
has  said  on  this  question,  and  see  if  you  can  find  an  argument, 
proposition,  or  suggestion,  that,  when  stripped  of  its  verbiage,  and 
duly  weighed,  can  militate  against  the  soundness  of  the  reasoninj[; 
on  which  I  have  depended.  Your  search  will  be  in  vain  !  I  was 
as  well  aware  of  his  failure  to  meet  this  proposition,  when  we 
eommenced  the  discussion,  as  I  am  now  that  it  is  manifest  to  all. 
He  cannot  achieve  an  impossibility  f  To  strike  one  link  from  this 
argument,  is  to  blot  out  an  Attribute  from  Jehovah*s  nature  !  To 
•ay  that  the  Creator  did  not  Denre  to  save  all  men — or  that  Desir- 
ing, he  did  not  originate  a  Perfect  Plan  to  accomplish  that  Desire 
—or  that  Desiring  and  adopting  a  Perfect  Plan  to  this  end,  he  had 
not  Power  sufficient  to  execute  it — (one  of  which  propositions  Mr. 
Holmes  must  adopt,) — is  but  to  insist  that  Jehovah  is  deficient  ei- 
ther in  the  Attributes  of  Goodness,  Wisdom  or  Power ! !  All  his 
attempts  to  overthrow  this  chain  of  reasoning,  have  been  but  argu- 
ments which  in  fact  bear  not  against  Universal  Salvation,  but 
against  the  Christian  Religion,  and  against  the  existence  of  a  Per- 
fect God  ! !  Every  argument  against  the  perfections  of  God,  is  in 
reality  an  argument  that  if  successful,  would  disprove  his  being  ! 
I  would  solicit  the  audience,  also  to  take  into'consideration  the 
nature  of  the  Scripture  Testimony  I  have  offered  in  support  of  the 
affirmative  of  this  question.  In  reviewing  my  quotations  from  the 
Bible,  they  will  perceive  this  marked  characteristic,  that  the  passa- 
ges are  all  p^tn,  literal,  POSITIVE  declarations,  couched  in  the 
most  simple,  yet  most  forcible  forms  of  speech  in  which  truth  can 
be  asserted,  or  thought  uttered.  Allow  me  to  give  you  a  speci- 
men of  the  positiveness  of  these  quotations  from  God*s  word : 
'*  All  nations  whom  thou  hast  made,  SHALL  come  and  worship 
before  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name." — (Ps.  Ixxxvi. 
9.)  ••  I  have  sworn  by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth 
in  righteousness,  and  shall  not  return.  That  unto  me  every  knee 
SHALL  bow,  and  everv  tongue  SHALL  swear,  SURELY  shall 
say,  In  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength." — (Isa.  xlv. 
23,24.)  ••!  WILL  NOT  contend  forever!"-— (Isa.  Ivii.  16.) 
"  The  Lord  WILL  NOT  cast  off  forever !"— (Lam.  iii.  31.)  «*  The 
Son  of  man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which  was  LOST.^» 
—(Luke  xix.  10.)  "  We  have  seen  and  do  TESTIFY,  that  the 
Father  sent  the  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  worlds — (1  John  iv. 
14.)  "He  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief,  that  he  might 
have  Mercy  upon  ALL.''— (Rom.  xi.  32.)    God  **  WILL  HAVE 
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all  men  to  be  8are(Laad  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  truth." 
—(1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  These  assertions, are  all  rigidly  literal.  There 
is  no  ^^urt,  no  metaphor,  no  parabolic  dress,  to  encumber  them,  or 
to  throw  doubt  around  their  true  meaning.  Human  language  will 
admit  of  nothing  plainer,  nothing  more  positive.  If  these  passages 
do  not  prove  the  final  salvation  of  all  men,  what  language  cauid 
the  scripture  writers  have  used  to  express  that  sentiment  ?  I  call 
upon  my  hearers,  to  take  their  pens  and  endevor  to  write  in  the 
most  forcible  manner,  a  declaration  which  shall  assert  the  salva- 
tion of  the  world,  and  see  on  comparison,  if  it  will  be  more  posi- 
tive than  I  have  quoted  from  God's  penmen !  Not  only  are  tneee 
passages  easily  understood,  but  I  insist  they  cannot  be  misunder- 
stood/  There  is  not  an  individual  acquamted  with  the  plainest 
terms  of  language,  and  in  possession  of  an  ordinarv  amount  of 
sound  understanding,  who  can  obtain  any  other  possible  significa- 
tion from  the  passages  above  quoted,  than  the  doctrine  of  univer- 
sal Salvation  !  It  is  only  when  men  adopt  a  creed,  and  becoms 
wedded,  blindly  wedded  to  it,  and  allow  it  to  obtain  an  ascendency 
in  their  minds  above  God's  word,  that  they  will  even  make  an  at- 
Uinpl  to  extort  a  different  meaning  from  thebe  scripture  declarations 
than  that  resting  upon  their  very  face. 

In  regard  to  those  portions  of  the  Divine  Word,  which  are  cloth- 
ed in  metaphorical  or  figurative  language,  or  comprised  in  para- 
bles, there  cannot  be  that  assurance,  that  certainty  of  a  correct  un- 
derstanding. Thry  may  admit  of  different  interpretations,  and  a 
variety  of  meanings  may  be,  in  some  instances,  drawn  from  them, 
with  much  plausibility !  And  this,  be  it  remembered,  is  the  class 
of  scripture  passages,  on  which  my  opponent  depends  to  prove  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment.  Let  the  audience  notice,  on  the 
next  question,  and  they  will  readily  see  that  he  will  quote  parables* 
and  metaphors,  and  other  passages  of  scripture,  of  a  highly  ^^ra- 
tive  character,  in  support  of  that  sentiment.  The  world  should 
understand  this  marked  distinction,  in  which  there  is  the  utmost 
significance,  that  the  passages  of  scripture  on  which  Universalism 
chiefly  depends,  are  all  LITERAL — while  those  on.  which  the 
most  confidence  is  placed  in  support  of  endless  woe,  are  all  FIG- 
URATIVE ! !    This  single  fact  speaks  volumes ! 

While  requesting  the  audience  to  ^ive  the  arguments  and  sug- 
gestions I  have  offered  on  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  whatev- 
er weight  they  may  justly  claim,  I  would  at  the  same  time,  invite 
them  to  treat  respectfully,  and  weigh  maturely,  the  Reolies  which 
have  been  offered  on  the  negative,  by  Elder  Holmes.  That  he  haa 
done  the  best  he  could,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  at  least  among  those 
who  have  witnessed  his  labors  here.  The  assiduity  with  which 
he  has  plied  himself  to  his  work,  the  care,  anxiety  and  perplexity 
which  have  been  depicted  upon  his  countenance  from  the  begin- 
ning, all  indicate  that  he  was  sensible  he  had  engaged  in  a  Hercu- 
lean task !    Few  men  could  probably  have  ^one.  more  than  hehaow 

17* 


3f4  Austin's  twelfth  speech 

in  combatting  the  great  principles  which  support  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation — a  doctrine  which  even  its  roost  viralent  ene- 
mies admire  and  love ! !  Bat  after  all,  what  has  he  done  ?  After 
exhausting  all  the  skill,  logic,  art,  shrewdness,  tact  and  sophistry, 
with  which  nature  has  endowed  him,  or  that  experience  has  taught 
him,  what  is  the  result  ?  Has  he  succeeded  in  convincing  one  in- 
dividual who  was  a  Universal ist,  that  there  is  not  "  sufficient  evi- 
dence for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy  ?^ 
He  cannot  himself  believe  this.  Has  he  satisfied  those  who  sym- 
pathize in  sentiment  with  himself,  that  he  has  in  fact  overthrown, 
or  in  any^  material  sense,  weakened  either  of  the  Nineteen  ArgU" 
menu  wnich  have  been  introduced  in  support  of  the  Affirmative  of 
this  question  ?  Has  he  satisfied  them  that  those  plain  and  emphat- 
ic declarations  of  the  Bible,  which  assert  that  God  will  not  cast  off 
forever t  and  will  iiot  contend  forever^,  mean  he  will  cast  off  and 
contend  forever?  Or  that  those  passages  in  which  Jehovah  says 
he  WILL  have  mercy  on  all,  and  WILL  save  all,  mean  he  in// 
NOT  have  mercy  on  all,  and  will  NOT  save  all  ?  I  doubt  whether 
he  will  even  daxm  to  have  yielded  this  satisfaction  to  his  most  san- 
guine friends. 

Elder  Holmes  has  introduced  eight  propositions,  which  he  de- 
nominates iVe^o^fw  ^r^men/j.  They  are  as  follows:  1.  Uni- 
versalism  denies  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil.  2.  It  makes 
God  the  author  of  all  sin.  3.  It  is  confused  and  contradictory  in 
its  proofs.  4.  According  to  its  teachings,  there  is  no  such  thing 
as  salvation.  5.  It  teaches  that  the  soul  is  mortal.  6.  It  denies 
future  punishment.  7.  The  scripture  passages  relied  upon  by  Uni- 
versalists,  do  not  establish  the  unconditional  and  ultimate  salva- 
tion of  all  men.  8.  It  is  a  new  discovery.  These  are  the  best 
things — ^the  onlt  things-— the  ALL — that  a  man  of  the  shrewdness 
and  talent  of  Rev.  David  Holmes,  could  possibly  obtain  in  the 
whole  realm  of  thought,  to  urge  against  the  doctrine  of  boundless 
grace  and  impartial  salvation.  I  call  upon  the  audience  to  consid- 
er the  nature  of  these  Ne^tive  Arguments,  and  their  apphcability 
to  the  subject  under  consideration.  However  logical  or  weighty 
an  argument  may  be,  if  it  has  no  bearing  on  the  question  in  debate, 
of  what  avail  its  introduction  ?  Here  is  the  fatal  defect  in  my  op- 
ponent's Negative  Arguments.  With  a  single  exception,  there  is 
not  one  of  tne  whole  eight,  that  has  in  reality,  the  slightest  con- 
nection with  the  subject  under  discussion.  I  have  said  there  is 
one  exception.  It  is  the  seventh  argument,  viz  :  **  The  scripture 
passages  relied  upon  by  Uni ve realists,  do  not  establish  the  uncon- 
ditional  and  ultimate  eolvation  of  all  men.*'  Were  this  position 
based  on  correct  premises,  and  sustained  by  satisfactory  proof,  it 
would,  of  course,  seriously  weaken  the  affirmative  of  the  question. 
But  unfortunately  for  its  author,  its  premises,  and  its  assumptions, 
are  wholly  groundless.  I  have  already  shown  that  Universalista 
d«  not  quote  any  scripture  passages,  to  prove  the  «  unwniitionc^ 


ON  UNIVERSAL  SALVATION.  395 

saltation  of  all  men,  for  the  very  good  reason  that  we  do  not  be- 
lieve in  uncofidilioncd  salvation.  And  all  the  arguments  and  prop- 
ositions he  has  made  to  hinge  on  that  supposition,  fall  to  the 
ground.  Our  belief  is,  that  salvation  is  experienced  by  the  soul, 
only  on  compliance  with  the  condilions  laid  down  in  the  gospel. 
But  we  believe  all  will  be  saved,  because  all  will  be  brought  to  a 
compliance  with  the  condilions  of  salvation.  To  bring  men  into  a 
willingness  to  comply  with  these  gospel  conditions,  was  the  work 
committed  to  Chridt  by  his  Father.  This  work  he  will  abundant- 
ly an  1  certainly  accomplish.  In  due  time  **  every  knee  shall  bow, 
and  every  toague  confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory 
of  GoJ  the  Father."— (Phil.  ii.  10,  11.)  The  scripture  passages 
which  Universalists  rely  upon,  do  establish  the  ultimale  salvation 
of  all  men.'  And  every  attempt  of  £lder  Holmes  to  weaken  them, 
has  prove  1  wholly  abortive,  as  1  have  shown  in  my  ezaminatioxi 
of  his  criticisms. 

As  to  the  remaining  seven  negative  arguments,  I  showed  satis- 
factorily, [  trust,  as  they  were  introduced,  that  they  were  untrue 
in  fact.  Universalism  does  not  deny  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  mo- 
ral evil — nor  make  Gol  the  author  of  sin — nor  are  its  proofs  con- 
fused— nor  does  it  teach  there  is  no  such  thing  as  salvation — nor 
assert  that  the  soul  is  mortal — nor  deny  future  retribution —nor  is 
it  a  new  discovery  !  All  this  I  have  made  manifest,  under  the  ap- 
propriate heads.  But  even  allowing  the  most  important  of  these 
objections  to  be  well  founded  and  well  sustained,  they  have  no 
more  actual  bearing  on  the  question  under  discussion,  than  on 
Mahomedanism  or  Catholicism !  Suppose  it  was  true  (as  it  is  not) 
tkat  Universalidm  denied  the  existence  of  sin,  or  made  God  the  an- 
ther of  sin,  or  asserted  that  the  soul  is  mortal,  or  denied  future  re- 
tribution— would  it  necessarily  follow  that  there  is  not  "  sufficient 
evidence  for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  hap- 
py V*  The  msrest  tyro  in  logic  would  laugh  at  such  a  deduction. 
There  is  no  possible  connection  between  the  ipremtses  and  the 
conclusion  of  a  proposition  of  this  description.  There  are  thou- 
sands of  people  who  believe  in  the  immortality  of  the  soul  and  in 
future  retribution,  and  yet  are  open  and  ardent  advocates  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation  ! !  I  cannot  have  so  wretched  an  opinion  of  El- 
der Holmes*  discernment,  as  to  suppose  he  really  believed  the  ma- 
jority of  his  Negative  Arguments,  actually  bore  against  the  affir- 
mative of  this  (question.  It  was  in  the  indulgence  of  a  poor  and 
pitiable  spite  against  a  large  and  rapidly  increasing  denomination, 
that  he  introduced  them.  He  imagined  this  discussion  would  af- 
ford him  an  adcnirable  opportunity  to  prejudice  the  ignorant  and 
unreflecting  portion  of  the  community  against  Universalists,  by 
attributing  to  them  sentiments  which  do  as  much  violence  as  pos- 
sible, to  generally  received  public  opinion.  But  in  this  attempt 
he  has  most  signally  failed.    Upon  himself  alone,  he  has  brsught 
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the  condemnation  and  confnmon  of  face  he  was  endesTOiiog  to 
cast  on  his  neighbors. 

In  my  friend's  next  speech,  which  closes  the  discosston  on  this 
question,  he  will  tell  you  oif  the  wonderful  things  he  has  accom- 

{ilished.  He  has  informed  you  that  on  the  last  question,  he  was 
eft  *'  in  full  possession  of  all  his  arguments,"  notwithstanding  the 
utter  failure  he  experienced  in  satisfying  even  his  own  friends  of 
the  soundness  of  his  positions,  and  notwithstanding,  too,  the  utter 
annihilation  which  his  scripture  quotations  and  criticisms  experien- 
ced. With  a  modesty  and  humility  which  can  but  challenge  the 
highest  admiration,  he  will  make  similar  boasts  of  his  achieTc- 
ments  on  this  question.  He  will  inform  you  that  all  my  argu- 
ments are  demolished,  that  my  scripture  proofs  are  dissipated,  and 
my  erery  position  has  been  overturned.  Most  positively  he  will 
assert  that  complete  success  has  attended  his  beautiful  and  amiable 
work  of  showmg  that  Jehovah's  wise  and  gracious  plans  for  the 
redemption  of  the  world  have  been  overthrovrn — ^that  Christ's  at- 
tempt to  rescue  the  race  from  sin  and  death,  has  been  frustrated — 
that  the  hopes  of  all  angels,  the  desires  of  all  good  men,  have  been 
forever  blasted ! !  Notwithstanding  my  arguments  are  the  dear- 
est deductions  from  the  attributes  and  purposes  of  God,  and  :dford 
in  fact,  the  most  positive  demonstration  of  the  truth  of  the  affinna« 
tive  of  this  question — notwithstanding  I  have  shown  you  by  the 
ptainest  declarations  of  scripture,  that  God  will  have  mercy  vpon 
ait  men,  and  vnll  S9ve  all  men — still  he  will  insist  I  have  offered 
no  proof,  and  have  not  approached  to  a  demonstration  of  the  sound- 
ness of  my  doctrines.  But  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  the 
ability  of  this  audience  to  see  through  all  these  pretences.  Words 
are  cheap,  and  easily  spoken.  It  is  by  far  more  convenient  to 
daim  a  victory,  than  to  gain  it !  Those  who  have  listened  and 
read,  are  the  umpires  between  the  parties  in  this  debate.  To  them 
I  cheerfully  submit  the  subject  matter  we  have  had  in  hand.  Let 
them  weigh  carefully,  judge  candidly,  and  decide  honestly  and  un* 
derstandingly,  and  I  have  no  fear  for  the  issue. 

In  conclusion,  allow  me  to  say  that  the  destiny  which  I  have 
contended  God  has  in  store  foriill  his  creatures^  is  one  which  cor- 
responds with  all  the  teachings  of  the  scriptures,  with  the  highest 
dictates  of*  reason,  and  the  holiest  wishes  of  the  Christianas  heart. 
It  is  under  the  light  of  these  views  onl  v.  Ihai  man  is  enabled  to 
conceive  of  harmony  and  unity  in  Jehovah's  councils.  Here  alone 
Justice,  Mercy,  and  all  God's  attributes  are  removed  from  an  an* 
tagonistic  attitude,  and  made  to  meet  and  "kiss  each  other.** 
Here  only  we  can  see  them  go  together  hand  in  hand  in  all  the 
movements  of  a  wonderworking  Providence,  to  the  accomplishment 
of  purposes  the  most  grand,  and  desirable,  of  which  man 
can  conceive.  Blessed  Harmony!  Glorious  agreement!  Wor- 
thy a  perfect  God !  Infinitely  worthy  the  father  of  all  Spirits. 
^  the  bright  and  bliaafiil  prospect  which  is  unveiled  to  the  eye  of 
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Faith,  in  this  heavenly  system  !  A  vast  family  of  intelligencies 
all  tending  towards  their  common  Father,  through  a  wise  and  well 
adjusted  series  of  progressive  stages — ^oing  up  from  one  degree 
of  lit^ht  and  knowledge  to  another — continually  approximating  the 
Infinite  Fountain  of  Being  and  Perfection — continually  increasing 
in  happiness  as  they  are  prepared  for  it,  by  an  increase^  in  Truth, 
Holiness,  and  Love— until  at  last,  the  entire  race  shall  stand  be- 
fore the  throne  of  the  common  Father,  emancipated  from  sin  and 
imperfection,  and  with  a  full,  perfect,  glorious  developement  of 
the  image  of  the  eternal  Godhead  in  which  they  were  originally 
created ! !  The  ways  of  Providence  are  vindicated,  and  their  wis- 
dom and  perfection  manifested  to  all.  The  great  God  of  heaven 
is  honored  in  ail  his  works,  and  infinitely  glorified  in  the  dignity, 
holiness,  and  bliss,  to  which  he  has  elevated  the  creatures  of  his 
hands ! 

My  soul  soars  far  away  in  delightful  survey  of  this  blessed 
hope  !  It  ascends  higher  and  higher,  as  truth  after  truth,  like  new 
discovered  stars  in  Night's  sparkling  diadem,  break  in  grandeur 
and  sublimity  on  its  expanding  vision,  sending  abroad  floods  of 
light  divine  !  The  wing  of  thought  droops  and  fails  in  its  rapid 
fltsrht,  beholding  no  bound  nor  limit  to  the  stiil  enlarging  expanse 
of  Infinite  Grace,  until  every  power  of  conception  becomes  bewil- 
dered and  lost  in  the  IMMENSITY  OF  GOOD,  which  the  Pa 
rent  of  all  has  prepared  for  his  creatures !  In  view  of  a  destiny 
for  fallen  man,  so  great,  so  holy,  so  blessed,  my  heart  gladly  and 
joyfully  unites  in  the  liivine  strain  of  the  Psalmist — "  Afake  a  joy- 
lul  noise  unto  the  Lord,  all  ye  Lands.  Serve  the  Lord  with  glad- 
ness ;  come  before  his  presence  with  singing.  Know  ye  that  the 
Lord  he  is  God.  It  is  he  that  made  us,  and  not  we  ourselves. 
We  are  his  people,  and  the  sheep  of  his  pasture.  Enter  into  his 
g.ite8  with  thanksgiving,  and  into  his  courts  with  praise.  Be 
thankful  unto  him  and  bless  his  name.  For  the  Lord  is  Good,  his 
Mercy  is  everlasting,  and  his  Truth  endureth  to  all  generations." — 
(Ps.  c.  1-5.)— [Time expired. 


[MR.   holmes'   twelfth  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — Mr.  Austin  is  entitled  to  my  thanks 
for  reminding  me  of  another  and  very  weighty  argument,  against 
his  doctrine  of  unconditional,  inevitable  salvation  for  the  whole  hu- 
man familv.  He  has  made  a  strong  appeal,  and  with  much  appa- 
rent confidence,  to  the  hearts  of  the  audience,  claiming  its  decis- 
ion in  favor  of  his  doctrine.  Of  course  his  remarks  refer  to  the 
heart,  as  it  is.  Universalism  knows  nothing  of  a  renewed  heart— a 
regenerated  heart :  it  claims  that  the  heart,  in  its  natural  and  unko^ 
ly  state,  gives  its  suflrage  for  annihilating  the  endless  sanctions 
•f  the  divine  law,  and  unconditionally  saving  all  men,  without 


course  ofif  «°«Pe'  reaJ"^''  '^ 
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bear  iiiTestigation.    From  **  yarious  sources."    Well,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  more  specific  information,  we  have  the  whole  field  be- 
fore us,  and  must  do  as  well  as  we  can.     The  gentleman  has, 
however,  ventured  to  refer  to  the  "  Ancient  History  of  Universal- 
ism,''  as  one  of  the  sources  of  his  information.      It  is  really 
enoueh  to  excite  a  smile,  to  hear  of  the  "  Ancient  History  of  Uni- 
verscuism ;"  a  book  written  for  the  first  time,  by  the  son  of  the 
man  who  first  gave  being  and  form  to  the  system  defended  by 
my  opponent,  not  far  from  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  cen- 
tury.   On  the  list  of  names  introduced  by  the  gentleman,  we  will 
only  remark  at  present  two  or  three  things.     First :  Many  of  the 
distinguished  individuals  referred  to,  did  not  embrace  Universal- 
ism  in  any  form  whatever  ^  but  taught  a  directly  contrary  doctrine, 
as  is  abundantly  evident  from  their  published  works.    Of  this 
class  are  Doddridge,  Watts,  Dick,  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  and  others. 
To  claim  these  as  Universalists,  is  a  false  and  slanderous  impu- 
tation upon  their  hitherto  unsullied  reputation.     Secondly:  Of  all 
the  names  read  to  us,  (so  far  as  my  recollection  now  extends)  not 
one  embraced  anything  like  the  system  of  doctrine  advocated 
here  by  Mr.  Austin,  nor  had  they  the  least  fellowship  for  such 
views.    There  is  no  more  similarity  between  the  views  they  held, 
and  modem  Universalism,  than  between  Deism  and  the  Gospel  of 
Christ.     Finally :  Those  who  symbolized  with  Universalism  in 
any  respect,  flourished,  for  the  most  part,  during  the  age  of  spec- 
ulation which  succeeded  the  reformation  by  Luther;  and  tneir 
Universalism,  with  scarcely  a  single  exception,  consisted  merely 
in  admitting  a  doubt  oj  the  perpetuity  of  future  punishment.     In  all 
other  respects,  they  were  orthodox,  embracing  evangelical  views 
of  Christ  and  his  Gospel ;  and  yet  Mr.  Austm  parades  their  names 
before  us  as  Universalists,  without  a  single  word  of  explanation. 
My  negative  argument,  founded  on  the  modern  origin  of  Univer- 
salism, IS  untouched  as  yet  by  anything  that  has  been  said.    Names 
are  nothing,  however  distinguished,  when  brought  to  sustain  a 
false  and  anti-christian  scheme — and  besides,  the  names  embraced 
in  the  list  referred  to,  so  far  as  they  might  claim  to  be  Christians 
at  all,  cannot,  with  either  truth  or  propriety,  be  associated  with 
the  anti-scriptural,  semi-infidel  theory,  defended  by  my  opponent. 
The  measures  adopted  by  Universal ist  writers  generally,  and  the 
course  pursued  by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  discussion,  in  quoting  the 
views  of  orthodox  ministers,  authorize  the  supposition,  that  wherev- 
er they  find  a  writer  repudiating  the  notion  of  unconditional  repro' 
bation  to  damnation,  and  maintaining  the  universality  of  the  atone* 
ment,  they  at  once  place  his  name  in  the  list  of  Universalists.     It 
is  in  this  way  they  make  out  their  catalogue.     I  have  no  doubt, 
that  under  other  circumstances,  the  list  would  have  been  enlarged 
by  adding  the  names  of  Wesley  and  Clarke. 

The  audience  will  recollect,  that  when  the  debate  on  this  aaes- 
tioQ  eommeoced,  I  advertised  them  of  my  intention  to  take  hold  ot 


d. 


decision  of  the  public,  after  [  shall  h^ 
ground  over  whicn  we  have  paM«d. 

Tht  first  argument  broufi;ht  forward  hf 
the  affirmative  of  this  question,  was  diawnj 
Grod  desires  the  happiness  of  all  his  creatuN 
come  holy  and  happy.     In  reply  to  this,  h 
volves  a  number  oi  assumptions  and  sop| 
wholly  nugatory.     The  argument  is  worthl| 
God  controls,  in  an  absolute  and  resistless  l 
nies  of  men,  irrespective  of  moral  agency  or 
it  a  mere  assumption,  not  only  without  pro< 
face  of  the  most  stern  and  decisive  evidence  t 
moral  attributes,  his  moral  government,  the  p 
own  word,  the  moral  agency  and  responsibi 
with  the  facts  existing  in  the  moral  universe 
unsoundness  of  the  process  by  which  the  g( 
his  erroneous  conclusion.     God  will  never  d 
happiness  of  men,  more  strongly  andardenti 
ent.    Hence,  nothing  can  be  jiredicated  of  th 
beyond  what  we  see  effected  by  it  twip ;  but 
its  own  resistless  control,  nor  by  the  means 
object,  remove  the  sinfulness  and  misery  of 
regard  to  their  agency  and  conduct.   It  there 
sy  and  fact,  as  well  as  the  nature  of  the  gc 
dictates  of  his  word,  to  assume,  from  the  des 
ditional,  inevitable  salvation  of  the  whole  hu 

The  same  remarks  will  apply,  with  all  the 
Hon  of  God,  from  which  my  friend^  by^  a j 
say  intellectual  effort    !«».»-  •-    * 
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text,  in  wbicb  the  assurance  of  futare  salvation  is  stronger,  or 
made  to  us  on  terms  diflbring  from  those  connected  with  salvation 
in  the  present  life  ?  Mr.  Austin  has  said,  it  is  a  standing  rule,  ap- 
plicable to  all  worlds,  he  that  repents  shall  be  foigiven,  and  res- 
tored to  holiness  and  happiness.  For  the  sake  of  the  argument, 
allow  this  to  be  a  correct  view  of  the  divine  intention,  and  what 
does  it  prove  for  Universalism  ?  It  is  a  standing  rule  for  this 
world — **  he  that  confesseth  and  forsaketh  his  sins,  shall  find  mer- 
cy.*' But,  do  all  therefore  confess  and  forsake  their  sins?  Mo; 
but  thousands  despise  the  gracious  overture,  and  wax  worse  and 
worse,  to  the  latest  period  of  their  lives.  Now  apply  the  lule  to 
another  world ;  make  it  the  standing  rule  of  eternity,  and  what 
have  we  gained  ?  The  rule  itself  does  not  secure  the  end,  but 
only  prescribes  the  method  by  which  it  may  be  attained.  The  op- 
eration of  the  rule  for  many  thousand  years,  furnishes  data  from 
which  to  judge  of  its  operation  for  all  coming  time,  or  for  eternity ; 
and  the  nature  of  the  rule  implies^  that  those  for  whose  benefit  it 
was  given,  may  hereafter,  as  they  have  in  this  world,  forfeit  the 
blessings  it  was  designed  to  confer.  Thus,  we  see,  in  jumping  to 
his  ultimatum,  the  gentleman  has  utterly  disregarded  the  rightful 
claims  of  those  well  established  principles  of  moral  government, 
analogy  and  revelation,  to  which  all  correct  theologians  and  sound 
reasoners  are  accustomed  to  pay  tribute. 

The  next  argument  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Austin,  is  founded 
on  the  government  of  God,  or  the  Divine  Sovereignty.  That  Jeho- 
vah is  a  Sovereign — that  he  is  perfect — that  he  has  establish- 
ed a  government  over  all  men — that  his  government  has  a 
specific  object  in  view,  and  is  perfect,  are  predicates  I  have  not 
disputed,  and  shall  not.  I  have  argued  for  all  these  positions,  but 
my  opponent  has  conflicted  with  them,  more  or  less,  in  every 
speech  he  has  made ;  and  the  general  train  of  reasoning  pursued 
by  him,  has  directly  tended  to  undermine  and  overthrow  them, 
thus  giving  a  practical  illustration  of  the  remark  in  my  first  speech 
— that  the  advocates  of  Universalism  blow  hot  and  cold  with  the 
aame  breath,  and  pull  down  with  one  hand  what  they  build  up 
with  the  other.  Would  a  perfect  sovereign  establish  a  moral  go- 
vernment, and  then  deal  with  his  subjects  as  machines,  and  thus 
conflict  with  the  principles  of  his  own  government  ?  Would  he 
enact  lawe,  and  leave  them  to  execute  themselves,  as  I  have  shown 
to  be  the  doctrine  of  Universalism  ?  Would  he  establish  faith 
as  a  condition  of  salvation,  and  then  save  men  without  faith,  or, 
which  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  compel  them  to  believe  that  they 
might  be  saved .'  Would  he  proclaim  himself  to  the  universe  a 
moral  Governor,  his  rule  moral  law  and  moral  justice,  according 
to  the  moral  desert  of  his  subjects,  and  then  change  the  moral  for 
a  government  strictly  and  entirely  pateinal,  and  resolve  his  whole 
administration  into  sympathy  ?  Would  he  give  his  subjects  a  mor- 
al constitution,  advertise  them  that  their  character  and  cock!d\\!v(;^\!L 
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would  depend  upon  their  own  eondact,  for  which  they  would  be 
held  strictly  responsible — and  then  proceed  to  bring  out  a  given 
re^ut  in  violalioii  of  their  constitution,  and  without  regard  to  their 
conduct  ?  Would  a  perfect  sovereign,  with  a  perfect  government, 
subject  his  people  to  vanity  against  Mcir  tr.//,  or  lead  them,  di- 
rectly or  indiectly,  into  rebellion  agiinst  his  laws  and  authority, 
that  he  mig;ht  have  opportunity  to  show  his  sovereignty  and  |>o\t- 
er  in  puaishing  their  disobedience  ?  Finally,  would  a  gooi,  wise, 
perfect  sovereign,  with  a  good,  wise,  perfect  government,  find  it 
necessary  to  lead  his  subjecls  through  a  course  of  rebellion,  crime 
and  punishment,  in  order  to  make  them  loyal,  and  elevate  them  to 
virtue,  holiness,  and  happiness  ?  iSuch  are  a  few,  and  but  a  few, 
of  the  incongruities  of  Universalism,  in  regard  to  God's  government 
and  sovereignty;  and  all  these  various,  absurd  and  contradictory  no- 
tions, have  been  advocated  by  Mr.  Austin,  in  the  course  of  this  de- 
bate. It  is  most  strange  that  my  friend  should  talk  of  God*6  perfect 
moral  government,  in  connection  with  the  proposition  he  is  labor- 
ing to  sustain,  since,  if  Universalism  be  true,  moral  government 
'does  not  exist;  ani  as  a  sovereign,  instead  of  being  good,  wise 
and  perfect,  God  proclaims  himself,  by  his  course  of  administration, 
as  weak,  cruel,  tyrannical  and  hypocritical. 

The  fourth  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is  denominated  the  fulfill- 
ment oftlie  law  of  love.  He  argues  that  this  law  will  be  fultiiied 
in  every  individual,  and  all  will  be  consequently  holy  and  happy. 
We  admit  all  aie,  and  will  be  saved,  who  obey  this  law,  but  we  do  not 
admit  that  the  command,  **  thou  shah  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  ail 
thy  heart,  *  proves  thai  all  will  love  God,  any  more  than  the  com- 
mand, **  thou  shalt  not  steal,"  proves  all  will  be  honest.  The  lat- 
ter command  is  adapted  to  this  world  only,  and  by  many  is  never 
obeyed  in  spirit  or  practice.  Suppose  it  applicable  to  another 
world,  as  well  as  this,  have  we  any  proof  that  it  would  not  be  dis- 
regarded there,  as  it  has  been  here  ?  If  so,  I  would  like  to  know 
from  what  source  it  is  drawn.  The  command,  "  thou  shalt  love 
the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,"  is  adapted  to  both  worlds — 
to  all  worlds,  and  as  it  is  utterly  disregarded  in  this  life  by  thou- 
sands who  have  all  the  knowledge  necessary,  and  all  the  motives 
to  induce  love  to  God  ever  made  known  to  any  human  mind,  we 
have  the  argument  from  analogy,  to  say  nothing  of  the  govern- 
ment of  God,  the  moral  agency  of  man,  and  the  teachings  of  holy' 
writ,  to  support  the  conclusion  that  it  may  and  will  be  disregarded 
in  the  future  state.  But  Mr.  Auf^tin  has  attempted  to  strengthen 
his  conclusion,  by  referring  to  the  declaration  of  Christ,  that  he 
•*  came  to  fulfill  the  law."  To  this  we  reply,  Christ  came  to  fulfill 
the  law  in  thi^  lift^  yet  all  men  do  not  love  GoJ.  fnJee.l,  Mejisrs. 
Ballon,  Williamson,  and  others,  confine  the  agency  of  Christ  in 
the  salvation  of  men,  to  this  world.  But  the  law  he  came  to  fulfill 
is  not  obeyed  by  all  here ;  where,  then,  is  the  proof,  that  it  will 
be  hereafter f     We  may  assume*  imagme,  and  conjecture;    but 
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after  all,  every  thtno:  tangible  repudiates,  as  baseless,  the  whole- 
sale conclusion  of  Uiiiversalism.  Besides  this,  I  hare  shown  in 
what  sense  Christ  fulfills  the  law,  that  his  work  of  atonement 
and  intercfs-ion  for  sinners  did  not,  and  does  not,  involve  uncondi- 
ttonnl,  inevitable  salvation. 

Mr.  Au'^tin  re8t3  his  next  affirmative  proof  on  the  *'  Paternal 
character  of  GoJ."     As  ibis  is  one  of  the  strong  points  of  Univer- 
salism,  he  has  brought  all  his  intelleciual  force  into  requisition  to 
defend  it.     If  he  has  displayed  art  in  the  general  conduct  of  his 
argument,  he  has  also  given  many  specimens  of  false  reasoning ; 
and  in  his  rejoinder  to  my  reply,  every  paragraph  contains  a  lurk- 
ing sophism.    In  the  attention  I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon 
the  Paternal  argument,  I  have,  in  the  following  particulars,  shown 
it  to  be  unsound  in  premise,  fallacious  in  process,  and  false  in  con- 
clusion.    1.  It  is  founded  on  human  sympathv*  which,  on  account 
of  the  perversion  of  our  nature,  is  an  unsafe  guide  in  moral  sub- 
jects.    2.  ,It  assumes,  contrarv  to  the  direct  language  of  scripture, 
that  all  men  are  children  oi  God,  in  such  a  sense  as  will  secure 
their  ultimate  holiness  and  happiness.     3.   I  have  proved  from 
scripture,  that  our  heavenly  inheritance  depends  upon  our  adop' 
Hon,  and  that  our  adoption  is  conditional :  "  as  many  as  are  led  by 
the  Spirit  of  God,  they  are  the  sons  of  God ;  and  ?/  son$^  then  heirs 
of  God  through  Christ.'*  4.  It  has  been  shown  that  his  argument  takes 
a  distorted  view  of  the  Divine  character ;  overlooking  all  the  attri- 
butes of  God,  and  all  the  principles  of  his  government,  it  rests  itself  on 
a  mere  relation.   5.  By  a  process  of  reasoning  similar  to  that  embraced 
in  this  argument,  a  directly  contrary  conclusion  may  be  arrived  at,  by 
taking  some  other  divine  relation,  or  the  holiness  of  God  as  a  predi- 
cate. Hence,  this  mode  of  reasoning,  supporting  conclusions  directly 
opposite,  must  be  perfectly  sophistical'and  utterly  false.     6.  I  have 
shown  that  the  Paternal  argument  can  only  be  sound,  on  supposition 
that  Universalism  is  false,  inasmuch  as  it  directly  conflicts  with  that 
main  proposition  of  the  system,  for  which  the  gentleman  contended 
during  the  first  two  days  of  this  discussion.     Finally,  I  have  de« 
monstrated  the  falsity  of  the   argument,  inasmuch  as  it  is  opposed 
to  facts  as  they  exist  in  the  moral  world — contradicts  analogy — 
and  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  the  practical  exhibition 
which  God  gives  of  his  paternal  government,  is  an  outrage  upon 
the  feelings  of  every  earthly  father,  whether  good  or  bad.     Mr. 
Austin  has  said  it  is  necessary  to  the  success  of  my  cause,  that 
I  should  remove  this  argument.    Allowing  this  to  be  true,  it  is 
equally  necessary  to  the  success  of  his  cause,  that  he  should  keep 
it  sound  in  ail  its  dc?partmonts.     Whether  he  has  done  so,  I  sub- 
mit, without  hesitation,  to  the  candid  decision  of  the  audience  and 
public. 

0;i  the  love  of  God^  another  affirmative  argument  is  predicated 
by  Mr.  Austin,  on  wliicji  he  dwells  at  great  letv^lh.    Iyv  t«\^^  >n<i^ 
hare  shown f  that  it  is  as  distinctly^  emp/ioticallij^  ^xvdLUVUjuuoXijvtdX^ 
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in  Xhit  flcriptures,  that  God  is  '*  angry  with  the  sinner  every 
dav'^ — '^  is  a  consaming  fire,*^  and  that  it  is  '*  a  fearful  thing  to 
fall  into  the  hands  of  the  liring  God,^'  as\t  is,  that  '-  God  is  love.^ 
If  the  latter  expression  is  to  bs  interpreted  oq  absol\ite  and  imif- 
pendent  principles,  the  same  rule  of  interpretation  must  be  applied 
to  the  former.  If  the  latter  proTes  all  must  be  saved,  the  other 
declarations  Quoted,  prove  all  miuf  be  lost.  I  have  further  shown, 
that  the  gentleman  begs  the  question,  in  order  to  get  a  starting 
point  for  his  argument.  He  assumes  the  final  perdition  of  the 
ungodly  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  love  of  God,  which  is  the 
very  point  in  dispute  between  us.  We  have  also  seen,  that  di- 
vine love  is  not  an  attribute,  but  an  affection  of  the  divine  mind, 
which  only  exists  towards  those  objects  adapted  to  call  it  forth ; 
that  as  God  is  holy,  he  can  onl^  exercise  the  love  of  complacea- 
cy  towards  those  who  are  assimilated  to  his  moral  likeness : 
hence,  does  not,  aad  cannot  love  the  sinner,  in  a  sense  that  secwres 
him  of  endless  life.  Finally,  the  facts  existing  in  the  moral  wodi, 
and  the  illustrations  God  has  given  us  of  his  disposition  towards 
sinners,  in  his  exhibitions  of  severity  and  justice  in  his  physical 
and  moral  administration,  are  most  deviously  irreconcilable,  with 
both  the  predicate  and  conclusion  of  the  gentleman's  argument. 
He  says,  the  facts  and  illustrations  from  the  government  of  God, 
with  which  I  have  refuted  his  deductions,  are  the  efiects  of  the 
laws  of  nature.  Allowing  this  to  be  so,  what  is  gained  by  him? 
Is  not  God  the  author  of  nature's  laws  ?  Would  a  God,  who  looeSf 
and  *^  is  love,^^  in  the  sense  represented  by  my  friend,  establish  and 
maintain  laws,  which  inflict  such  miseries  on  the  objects  of  hia 
dearest  aflfection  ?  But  many  of  these  examples  of  divine  justice 
and  severity,  have  taken  place  in  opposition  to  the  laws  of  nature. 
Numerous  instances  are  recorded  in  the  Bible,  in  which  the  laws 
of  nature  have  been  suspended,  for  the  purpose  of  executing 
tnarked  and  terrible  vengeance  against  transgressors ;  all  which, 
are  standing  refutations  of  the  view  here  taken  of  the  love  of 
God. 

Mr.  Austin's  seventh  argument,  is  drawn  from  the  fordtnowl- 
edge  of  God.  That  God  does  know  all  things,  is  a  fact  I  would 
no  more  deny,  than  deny  the  Divine  existence.  Hence  my  friend 
might  have  spared  himself  all  the  pains  he  has  taken  to  fortify 
this  position.  The  fallacy  of  the  argument  is  found  in  two  points. 
1.  In  assuming  that  God  would  not  create  a  being,  who,  he  fore* 
saw  would  make  himself  miserable ;  and,  2.  In  confounding  cer- 
tainty  and  necessity,  foreknowhd^e  and  determination ^  things  en- 
tirely and  radically  diflferent.  lothe^r^  of  these  assumptions,  1 
have  replied  in  my  speech  on  the  government  of  God.  The  seC' 
ond  I  have  answered,  by  showing  the  difference  between  those 
thingd  which  my  friend  has  strangely  confounded.  To  Sciy  that 
an  event  is  necessary^  because  it  is  foreseen  that  it  will  occur,  is 
to  mdke  mere  knowledge  catisative  in  itsdj**,  N{\i.^t<&\)j^\.\\!^  tcuth  is. 
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knowledge  is  passive^  and  does  not  of  itself  exert  the  least  influ- 
ence upon  the  character  of  an  event,  or  render  it  any  the  more, 
necessary  or  certain.  Mr.  Austin's  argument  from  foreknowl- 
edge, robs  God  of  the  character  of  a  moral  Governor,  and  leaves 
him  no  choice  between  ignorance  of  all  events  until  they  occur, 
and  exclusive  responsibility  for  all  the  crime  and  misery  in  the  uni- 
verse. We  much  prefer  the  view  'given  of  this  subject  by  St. 
Paul.  "  Whom  God  did  foreknow,  (as  believing  and  obeying  the 
truth,  and  being  sanctified  by  the  Spirit,)  he  also  did  predestinate 
to  be  conformed  to  the  image  of  his  son."  By  consequence, 
whom  he  did  foreknow  as  disbelieving,  disobeying,  and  willfully 
rejecting  the  gospel,  he  also  did  predestinate  to  the  consequences 
or  their  sinful  career.  The  responsibility,  both  for  the  career 
pursued,  and  the  nature  of  the  result  arrived  at,  rests  on  the  sin- 
ner alone. 

Mr.  Austin  builds  his  eighth  argument  on  the  mercy  of  Chd, 
There  is  not  a  more  palpably  fallacious  and  inconsistent  proof 
in  the  whole  catalogue  than  this.  That  such  a  specimen  of  rea- 
soning should  be  expected  to  have  weight  with  thinking  men,  is 
certainly  very  remarkable,  and  reflects  very  little  credit  upon  the 
judgment  of  my  opponent.  The  whole  ar(^ument  is  rendered  nu- 
gatory by  the  following  difllculties.  1.  It  is  based  upon  the  sup- 
position that  mercy  is  an  attribiite  of  God,  which  is  not  true. 
Mercy  has  its  foundation  in,  and  is  a  form  of^the  divine  eoodness, 
assumed  towards  the  guilty  and  helpless,  and  is  intended  to  af- 
ford relief  to  such,  on  terms  which  harmonize  tbe  attributes  and 
j^overnment  of  God.  But  mercy,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  term 
IS  generally  used,  is  not  an  attribute,  and  may,  or  may  not  exist, 
without  disturbing  the  harmony  of  the  divine  character.  2.  On 
the  principles  of  Universalism,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  mercy. 
All  definitions  of  mercy,  centre  in  this  one  idea — **  to  treat  an  of- 
fender bstttr  than  he  deserves.'^  It  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism, 
that  God  always  punishes  sinners  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts. 
If  this  be  true,  ne  cannot  treat  them  better  than  they  deserve; 
hence  mercy  has  no  existence  in  that  system,  and  cannot  be  made 
the  foundation  of  an  argument.  3.  Were  there  no  other  objec- 
tion, the  argument  would  be  vitiated,  because  it  rests  upon  the 
assumed  ground,  that  divine  mercy  is  exercised  in  an  absolute  and 
sovereign  way,  without  the  least  regard  to  the  constitution  of  the 
divine  government,  or  the  principles  involved  in  the  conditional- 
ity  of  gospel  salvation.  All  the  gentleman  says  about  the  con- 
flict between  justice  and  mercy,  in  which  mercy  resists  the  claims 
of  justice,  and  justice  is  equally  stubborn  in  its  opposition  to  the 
benevolent  intentions  of  mercy,  is  a  perversion  of  orthodox  views, 
and  is  intended  to  mystify  the  subject,  and  mislead  the  minds  of 
the  audience. 

My  friend's  ninth  argument,  is  based  ob  the  ^* justice  of  God^ 
Most  of  the  remarks  just  made  in  regard  to  metcy^  ^WV  v^^V^  >a 


..  sirinei  will  be  holy  and  happy^  than  the  \ 

justice  prove  that  all  men  will  experience  i 
from  conformity  to  the  salutary  laws  under 
The  gentleman  has  given  U3  an  argumeoii 
on  which  he  has  insisted  much.     He  takes  it 
wills  the  salvation  of  all  men,  absolutely,  an 
contingencies  of  any  kind  :  that  it  is  the  pdl 
will  ofGod,  that  all  men  shall  be  holy  and  na 
absurdity  of  such  a  proposition,  I  have  shoi 
I  have  shown,  that  so  far  as  men  are  conceri 
vene  moral  government — rob  man  of  his  n 
consequently  of  the  power  of  moral  happines 
God  respecting  ^/la/  destiny  be  unconditional  j 
be  so  in  regard  to  the  several  steps  by  which  tha 
and  hence  men  are  neither  praise  nor  blamewo 
is  responsible,  not  merely  for  the  existence  oi 
their  moral   character.     Thus  the   conclus 
reached,  if  the  premise  be  sound,  that  God  is 
lute  author  of  all  sin  in  the  universe.    God 
and  absolute  author  of  man's  moral  destiny,  w 
rect  and  absolute  author  of  his  moral  charcutt 
It  has  been  further  shown,  that  the  Bible  j 
instances  in  which  the  will  of  God  is  not  don 
word  translated  will,  cannot,  without  the  gr< 
j|  surdity,  be  understood  in  an  absolute  sense. 

man  this  dilemma  for  consideration,  and  it  is 
which  of  its  horns  he  shall  employ,  to  pien 
system.     If  God*s  will  be  not  absolute,  in  a  b( 
the  existence  and  character  of  all ^ Vf^jf^^^ib&JU 
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|K)9ed  argument.  It  rests  on  an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  de- 
sign and  meaning  of  the  passage  or  passages  on  which  it  is 
founded,  as  I  have  elsewhere  abundantly  shown  in  my  answer  to 
the  gentleman's  remarks  on  this  point.  That  *•  God  may  be  all 
in  all,"  refers  to  nothing  more  than  the  unity  and  universality  of 
his  administration,  after  the  mediatorial  kingdom,  as  it  stands  re- 
lated to  a  preached  gospel,  shall  have  terminated. 

Still  another  argument  urged  by  my  opponent,  is  based  on  the 
commands  of  God.  On  this  point,  the  very  strange  assumption  is 
made,  that  God's  commands  have  the  force  of  positive  promises : 
hence,  that  all  he  commands  wUl  come  to  pass — must  be  effected. 
And  to  make  out  his  case,  the  gentleman  has  attempted  to  press 
Mr.  Wesley  into  his  service.  13ut  the  whole  is  a  direct  perver- 
sion, both  of  the  nature  of  the  divine  commands,  and  the  views 
of  that  great  and  good  man,  John  Wesley.  This  I  have  made 
sufficiently  plain  in  my  speech  on  this  subject,  in  which  I  have 
shown  that  the  commands  of  God  have  the  force  of  promises,  no 
otherwise  than  as  they  imply  the  grant  of  ability  to  obey,  when- 
ever we  honestly  and  earnestly  endeavor  to  do  so. 

Thtthirteer^Ui  argument,  (if  1  have  numbered  correctly,)  is  based 
on  the  mission  of  Christ.  I  have  shown,  I  am  confident,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  every  candid  and  intelligent  mind  in  this  audience, 
that  the  mission  of  Christ  to  this  world  has  no  connection  with, 
or  bearing  upon,  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men,  if  the 
system  ofUniversalism  be  true.  My  friend  does  not  admit  men 
were  ever  lost,  as  to  their  final  state.  How,  then,  can  he  argue  that 
they  will  be  saved  in  their  final  state,  because  of  the  mission  of 
Christ  to  this  world  1  The  argument  is  not  only  absurd  in  itself, 
b«t  in  urging  it,  the  gentleman  comes  in  contact  with  Ballou, 
Rogers,  and  other  leading  writers  in  the  denomination,  who  ex- 
pressly limit  the  effect  of  Christ's  mission  to  this  life.  I  have  also 
proved  from  their  own  writings,  that  Universalists  care  no  more 
for  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ  for  the  human  race,  than 
for  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Peter  or  Paul,  and  hence  have  fixed 
upon  their  system  the  black  and  indellible  mark  of  Infidelity. 

There  is  another  argument  in  the  catalogue,  denominated  anti- 
thetical,  founded  on  the  antithesis  embraced  in  certain  passages  of 
scripture,  such  as  the  followin;^:  *'  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so 
in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive."  "  For  as  by  one  man's  disobe- 
dience, many  were  made  sinners ;  so  by  the  obedience  of  one,  shall 
many  be  made  righteous."  On  these  passages,  my  friend  argues, 
"  what  we  lost  in  Adam,  we  gained  in  Christ" — therefore  all  men 
will  bs  finally  holy  and  happy.  But  Mr.  Austin  does  not  believe 
any  man  ever  lost  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Adam,  there- 
fore, he  does  not  believe  they  gain  it  in  Christ.  He  does  not  be- 
lieve his  own  argument.  He  does  not  believe  men  ever  were 
made  sinners,  or  died  in  Adam,  in  a  sense  that  endangers  or  for- 
feits their  final  salvation ;    hence,  on  his  own  principles  of  rea- 
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Boning,  he  cannot  believe  any  man  gains  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness in  Christ.  He  knows,  therefore,  just  as  well  as  I  do,  that 
this  argument  possesses  not  the  weight  of  a  feather. 

The  scriptural  argument  for  the  truth  of  Universalism  was  an-  . 
Bwered  before  it  was  offered.     I  have  taken  up  in  detail  most  of 
the  proof  texts  of  that  theory,  in  connection  with  what  preceded 
and  followed ;  and  have  proved,  not  merely  that  they  admit  a  difer- 
ent  construction,  but  that  they  retmire  an  explanation  contradictory 
to  the  dogma  for  which  my  friena  contends.     I  hesitate  not  to  say, 
that  there  is  no  part  of  the  Bible  that  requires  the  Universalist 
construction,  to  make  it  consistent  with  itself,  or  with  the  general 
tenor  of  scripture.     It  is  only  by  disjointing  and  perverting  the 
Bible,  that  Universalists  can  press  any  part  of  it  into  their  service. 
But  to  trifle  with  God's  word,  is  dangerous  business.     He  that 
hath  ears  to  hear,  let  him  hear. 

I  have  now  finished  my  recapitulation  of  my  friend's  regular  ar- 
gufiunts,  and  the  manner  in  which  I  have  met  and  refuted  them. 
Perhaps  I  have  not  named  them  all  in  the  order  in  which  they  oc- 
cur in  his  speeches,  but  that  is  not  material.  It  is  enough  to  know 
that  I  have  found  them  of  a  yielding  and  vulnerable  character. 
Besides  the  direct  reply  I  have  given  these  Universalist  proofs,  I 
have  answered  most  oi  them  in  two  other  ways.  First,  by  a  disser- 
^tation  on  the  attributes  of  God,  in  which  I  show  that  nothing  can 
be  certainly  inferred  from  his  attributes  respecting  the  final  desti- 
nies of  men.  Our  knowledge  of  the  divine  attributes  must  ever  be 
imperfect,  and  conclusions  drawn  from  what  we  know  of  them, 
must  be  as  uncertain  as  our  knowledge  of  the  premises  is  defect- 
ive. The  attributes  do  not  assure  us  of  tndless  existence,  much 
less  of  endless  happiness.  Moreover,  we  can  only  know  what  is,  or 
is  not  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes,  by  God's  revelations  in 
nature  and  the  Bible.  But  a  thousand  facts  prove  that  the  exis- 
tence of  sin  and  misery  is  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes, 
because  sin  and  misery  do  exist ;  and  the  same  palpable  fact  is 
taught  by  revelation.  The  argument  from  the  attributes,  there- 
fore, is  rather  against,  than  for  the  final  holiness  and  happiness 
of  all  men }  and  the  gentleman's  deductions  from  this  source  are 
clearly  fallacious. 

Tbe  other  method  by  which  I  have  replied  to,  and  refuted  many 
of  Mr.  Austin's  affirmative  proofs,  is  found  in  my  speech  on  the 
government  of  God,  where  I  have  shown  how  inconsistent  Uni- 
versalism is,  with  the  principles  and  plan  of  the  divine  adminis- 
tration. To  get  rid  of  nell,  my  friend  adopts  a  system  of  govern- 
ment which  annihilates  heaven,  and  leaves  man  without  a  moral 
character  adapted  to  either.  The  gentleman  has  made  no  formal 
reply  to  either  of  these  arguments,  and  so  far  as  I  recollect,  has 
scarcely  alluded  to  what  I  have  presented  on  the  divine  govern- 
ment. And  thus  he  tacitly  admits  the  incontrovertible  soundness 
of  these  views. 
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Oyer  and  above  all  this,  I  have  adduced  a  number  of  negative 
arguments,  which  alone,  are  sufficient  td  overthrow  the  positioa 
for  which  Mr.  Austin  contends  here,  setting  everything  eUe  aside. 

My  first  negative  proof  is,  that  Universalism  msoces  sin  the 
unavoidable  result  of  the  physical  constitution  of  man,  and  thus 
denies  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil,  by  making  it  flow  from 
a  physical  cause.  To  sustain  this,  I  have  quotea  the  leading 
authorities  of  Universalism,  and  the  language  of  the  gentleman 
himself.  The  manner  in  which  the  eentleman  attempts  to  ex- 
tricate himself  from  this  difficulty,  only  involves  him  the  more 
deeply.  The  language  quoted  from  Mr.  Austin,  is — that  sin 
*^  proceeds  from  our  bodily  or  animal  nature,  which  exists  in  this 
life.''  In  reply,  he  explains  by  saying,  ^^all  sin  is  the  effect 
of  the  clamoring  of  some  animal  propensity  or  passion  for  im« 
proper  gratification.'*  What  is  this  but  bringing  one  absurdity 
to  explain  and  support  another ;  or  the  same  absurdity  in  differ- 
ent language,  to  explain  and  support  itself?  All  sin  is  resolved 
into  the  effect  of  animal  promptings :  hence,  all  sin  is  the  effect  of 
a  physical  cause.  From  this  it  would  follow,  without  the  body, 
we  should  be  incapable  of  sin,  and  possess  no  moral  character. 
Such  is  Universalism.  My  next  negative  argument  is,  that  the 
l^entlcman's  theory  makes  God  the  author  of  all  sin.  I  have  sus- 
tained this,  by  quotationtf  from  Ballon,  Thomas,  Rogers  and  oth- 
ers, who  say  in  so  many  words,  that  man  acts  under  divine  im- 
pulsss,  and  "  moves  by  necessity. ^^  Besides  this,  nearly  every  po- 
sition Mr.  Austin  has  taken  on  this  question,  connects  with  it, 
unavoidably,  the  same  conclusion.  There  is  no  one  feature  of 
my  friend^s  theory,  as  he  has  explained  it  in  this  debate,  more 
prominent  than  this — it  makes  God  the  only  responsible  agent  in 
the  universe.  The  gentleman  has,  here  and  there,  entered  a  dis- 
claimer, but  it  is  of  no  use,  so  long  as  he  clings  to  premises  which 
necessarily  draw  after  them  such  consequents.  But  to  renounce 
these  premises,  would  be  to  renounce  Universalism. 

Another  opposing  proposition  laid  down,  is,  that  there  is  no  sal" 
vation  in  Universalism.  This  follows  from  the  declarations  of 
leading  Universalists — from  the  definitions  given  of  salvation  by 
Mr.  Austin — from  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  system  to 
which  I  stand  opposed.  The  gentleman's  boasting  on  the  subject 
of  Universal  salvation,  is  mere  cant — there  is  really  not  a  particle 
of  salvation  in  his  theory.  This  is  perfectly  understooa  by  all 
intelligent  Universalists. 

I  have  also  sustained,  against  Mr.  Austin's  system,  the  charge 
of  materialism.  This  I  have  not  done  by  far-fetched  inferences, 
from  obscure  declarations — but  from  positive  testimon]^^  drawn 
from  leading  writers  ou  Universalism,  and  from  the  positions  ta- 
ken by  my  friend  and  others,  in  sustaining  their  favorite  deduc- 
tions. I  declare  to  you,  I  do  not  understand  how  a  man  can  ht^ 
a  consistent  Universalist,  without  being  il  maXft\\a^cX.     ^^  ^^ 
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originates  with  the  hody — all  sin  dies  with  the  body — ^and  there 
is  no  future  life  and  immortality;  except  tchat  riset  from  the  dead 
at  the  general  resurrection — together  with  positive  declarations 
that  man  has  no  immortal  soul,  are  among  the  proofs  I  have  given 
on  this  subject,  from  the  writings  of  Universalists.  My  friend  has 
exhibited  great  sensitiveness  whenever  T  have  shown  the  affinity 
between  Universalism  and  Infidelity.  But  it  is  of  ho  use,  he  may 
as  well  keep  cool.  The  relationship  is  so  intimate,  that  any  flut- 
tering on  the  part  of  the  gentleman,  will  only  prove  he  is  aware 
of  the  fact,  and  feels  the  awkwardness  of  his  position.  Univer- 
salism is  materialism — that  is,  it  is  a  species  of  Infidelity. 

I  have  also  shown,  that  Universalism  denies  the  doctrine  of 
future  retribution.  There  is  nothing  in  the  books  written  in  sup- 
port of  Universalism  more  clearly  taught  than  this.  Mr.  Ballou 
says,  "  the  scriptures  begin  and  end  the  history  of  sin,  in  flesh 
and  blood ;  and  that  beyond  this  mortal  existence,  the  Bible  teaches 
no  other  sentient  state,  but  that  which  is  called  by  the  blessed 
name  of  life  and  immortality ^ — [Mod.  Hist.  pp.  437,  438.]  Mr. 
Austin's  position  in  this  deoate,  on  this  point,  is,  that  Universa- 
lism neither  denies  nor  affirms  future  retribution.  He  has  not  as 
yet  pronounced  a  single  sentence  in  this  discussion,  which  author- 
izes the  supposition  that  he  believes  the  doctrine  of  future  retri- 
bution. And  if  any  such  sentence  shall  be  found  in  his  speeches, 
when  this  debate  appeai«  in  the  printed  form,  I  wish  it  to  be  re- 
membered that  such  sentence,  or  admission,  will  have  been  inter- 
polated— foisted  into  the  debate  after  its  termination,  (when  I  can 
have  no  opportunity  to  reply,)  to  avoid  difficulties  in  the  view  of 
the  public,  which  he  has  not  dared  to  meet  here,  and  in  violation 
of  one  of  the  rules  of  agreement,  for  the  government  of  this  dis- 
cussion. Still,  it  is  true,  as  I  have  abundantly  proved,  Univer- 
salism denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution ;  and  in  this  re- 
spect, is  even  worse  than  some  forms  of  Infidelity. 

I  have  alsQ  introduced,  as  a  negative  argument,  the  fact  that 
Universalism  is  conjured  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  I  gave 
many  instances  in  which  this  confusion  and  contradiction  is  most 
{)alpable  in  their  writings.  I  also  advertised  you  that  Mr.  Aus- 
tin would  give  practical  illustrations  of  the  fact  set  forth.  I  must 
confess  that  in  this  respect,  my  expectations  have  been  more  than 
realized.  Such  absurdities  and  contradictions  I  never  expected  to 
hear  from  any  living  man,  setting  himself  up  as  a  teacher,  and 
claiming  a  reasonable  share  of  common  sense.  He  has  taught 
us — punishment  is  a  penal  retribution,  and  yet  a  means  of  salva- 
tion— that  man  was  made  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly,  yet  not 
against  his  will — that  God  punishes  all,  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
deserts,  and  yet  does  just  as  a  good  earthly  father  would,  had  he 
infinite  wisdom  and  power — that  punishment  is  in  no  sense  an 
evil,  yet  a  strong  motive  to  deter  from  sin — that  the  human  will 
is  freCf  and  yet  a  particular  result  nmst  be  arrived  at  in  every  com 
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— that  God's  will  is  absolute,  and  yet  docs  not  bind  man's  will — 
that  men  were  never  lost  in  their  fi-nal  statCy  and  yet  will  all  be 
saved  in  their  final  state^  because  Christ  came  to  seek  and  to  save 
that  which  teas  lost — that  sin  is  the  effect  of  a  physical  cause,  and 
yet  a  moral  evil,  &c.,  &c.  But  time  would  fail  me  to  mention  half 
the  instances  of  a  similar  nature.  One  cannot  examine  the  con- 
fusion and  contradiction  between  different  writers  on  this  subject, 
and  the  frequent  contradictions  of  himself  by  the  same  advocate 
of  Universalism,  without  being  strongly  reminded  of  Babel,  and 
the  confusion  of  tongues,  as  described  by  Du  Bartas,  a  French 
poet: 

"  *  Bring  me,'  qnoth  one,  *  a  trowel !  quickly,  quick.' 

One  brings  him  up  a  hammer.    '  Hew  this  brick,' 

Another  bids,  and  then  they  cleave  a  tree. 

'Make  fast  this  rope,'  and  then  they  let  it  flee. 

One  calls  for  planks,  another  mortar  lacks— 

They  bear  the  first  a  stone,  the  last  an  axe. 

One  would  have  spikes,  and  him  a  spade  they  gir9 ; 

Another  lacks  a  saw,  and  gets  a  sieve. 

Thus  crossly  crost,  they  prate  and  point  in  Tain  ; 

What  one  has  made,  another  mars  again." 

This  confusion  and  contradiction  not  only  refutes  Universalism, 
but  a£fords  sufficient  ground  for  doubting  whether  there  are  any 
sound  and  correct  reasoners  among  the  supporters  of  that  theory. 
That  now  and  then  one  may  have  remained  with  them  for  a  time, 
may  perhaps  be  true^  but  such  have  generally  left,  on  ascertain- 
ing the  utter  impossibility  of  sustaining  their  system  in  harmony 
with  scripture  and  sound  reason.  Some  have  returned  to  the 
ranks  of  the  orthodox,  and  become  good,  consistent  Christians. 
But  others,  who  embraced  Universalism  because  it  is  the  Ifnoest 
posiible  form  of  religion,  and  therefore  congenial  to  the  feelings 
of  a  wicked  heart,  on  finding  there  was  no  choice  between  re- 
nouncing Universalism, -and  giving  up  all  correct  mode^  of 
thought  and  argument,  have  taken  the  fast  downward  slep^  and 
embraced  open  Infidelity ;  verifying  the  concluding  lines  of  Du 
Bartas : 

"  These  masons,  then,  seeing  the  storm  arrived 
Of  Crod's  just  wrath,  all  weak  and  heart  deprived, 
Forsake  their  purpose,  and  like  frantic  fools. 
Scatter  their  stuff,  and  tumble  down  their  tools." 

I  have  also  shown  as  a  negative  proof,  that  the  scriptures  usu- 
ally adduced  to  prove  Universalism,  d6  not  teach  that  dogma,  and 
that  they  are  only  pressed  into  this  service  by  a  species  of  ledger- 
demain,  or  a  sleight  of  hand  process,  which  destroys  their  con- 
nection and  perverts  their  meaning.  I  have  not  mentioned  every 
passage,  yet  I  have  given  a  particular  consideration  to  those  most 
depended  on  in  the  argument.     These  scriptures  not  only  do  not 
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tfach  Unirersalism,  but  tbey  really  set  forth,  in  a  forcible  manneTt 
the  contrary  sentiment. 

Finally,  my  eighth  and  last  negative  argument  is,  that  Univer- 
salism  is  of  recent  origin — unknown  until  within  about  fifty  years 
past.  I  speak  of  the  system  of  Universalism  as  taught  by  Mr. 
Austin.  It  was  unknown  to  the  ancients.  Only  a  single  feature 
of  it  was  held  by  any  acknowledged  Christian,  until  about  the 
time  Mr.  Ballou  commenced  his  career.  And  even  Murray  re- 
garded the  system  which  Mr.  Austin  teaches,  in  the  light  of  Infi* 
delity.  This  subject  has  been  sufficiently  explained  elsewhere, 
and  need  not  be  dwelt  on  here. 

Having  now  finished  my  review  of  the  course  of  argament  pur* 
sued,  I  will  employ  the  remainder  of  my  time  in  noticing  a  few 
points  which  claim  a  passing  remark. 

Mr.  Austin  says  men  learn  to  curse  and  damn  from  the  pulpit. 
Let  me  ask  him  where  Universalists  learn  to  curse  and  damn  f 

Mr.  Austin. — From  the  same  place — the  orthodox  pulpit. 

Mr.  Holmes. — If  the  gentleman  refers  to  the  Universalist  pul- 
pit, I  will  not  dispute  him.  That  is  the  only  place  where  they 
hear  professedly  religious  men  trifle  with  the  fearful  name  of  God, 
and  those  awful  subjects  revealed  in  his  word.  A  minister  of  the 
gospel,  of  my  acquaintance,  not  long  since  reproved  a  man  for 
profanity :  the  swearer  replied,  that  '''•  he  was  not  afraid  of  God»" 
and  in  farther  conversation,  announced  himself  a  Uniyersalist. 

Mr.  Austin. — Will  my  brother  give  the  author  of  this  anec- 
dote. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  will.    It  was  the  Rev.  John  Davison. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  do  not  believe  a  word  of  it. 

Mr.  Holmes. — It  is  a  matter  of  perfect  indifierence  to  me 
whether  the  gentlemen  believes  it  or  not.  That  he  should  dit^be^ 
lieve^  is  not  strange — it  is  a  characteristic  of  his  theology.  This 
swearer  was  *^  not  afraid  of  God.^^  In  this,  he  acted  on  the  in- 
struction prominently  set  forth  by  Mr.  Austin  in  his  *^  Voice  to 
Youth,"  where  he  exhorts  young  men  to  throw  off  fear — tells  them 
it  is  degrading  to  allow  their  minds  to  be  affected  by  fear — thus 
coming  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Bible,  which  declares,  "  the 
fear  oi  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom."  No  wonder  that 
young  men  who  listen  to  the  teachings  of  Universalists,  should  go 
cursing  about  our  streets. 

Mr.  Austin  has  frequently  spoken  of  the  sympathy  he  had  for 
the  pitiable  condition  of  his  opponent — of  being  grieved  for  him, 
and  so  on.  To  this  I  have  made  no  allusion  until  now,  beca^ee 
i  supposed  everybody  understood  the  language  as  a  proof  of  his 
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insmcerityy  and  intended,  on  his  part,  to  divert  attention  from  his 
own  difficulties.  I  have  also  regarded  the  language  as  not  merely 
ridiculous,  but  contemptible  ;  hence,  a  formal  reply  from  me  would 
require  a  species  of  degradation  to  which  I  couli  not  submit.  I 
have  not  allowed  myself  to  use  such  language  towards  the  gen- 
tleman, for  two  reasons.  First,  it  would  have  been  ungentleman- 
ly,  and  therefore  improper — and  secondly,  I  believed,  and  still  do, 
that  he  knows  better  than  to  advocate  such  absurd  and  inconsist- 
ent views  as  he  has  presented  here.  His  opposition  to  truth  is 
stubborn  and  willful :  hence  he  is  more  properly  a  subject  of  cen- 
sure than  of  sympathy. 

Mr.  Austin  has  attempted  to  make  capital  out  of  the  doings  of 
the  World's  Convention.  That  Universalists  should  be  excluded 
from  a  seat  in  that  convention,  is  certainly  rather  significant,  and 
might  well  be  supposed  to  stir  up  the  gentleman's  ire.  But  when 
be  represents  that  there  was  a  strong  sympathy  for  Universalism 
in  the  convention,  he  wholly  misrepresents  the  facts  in  the  case. 
I  am  prepared  to  state,  on  the  authority  of  the  published  proceed- 
ings of  that  convention,  and  the  testimony  of  some  of  its  promi- 
nent members,  that  no  opposition  was  made  to  the  adaption  of 
that  article  of  religion,  which  recognized  the  eternity  of  future  re- 
wards and  punishments,  on  account  of  disbelief  of  the  doctrine  it 
contained.  Only  one  member  (out  of  1200)  left  the  convention, 
and  he  declared  his  belief  of  the  doctrine  embraced  in  the  article, 
and  placed  his  withdrawal  on  other  grounds. 

I  have  endeavored  as  far  as  my  ability  would  allow,  consider- 
ing the  circumstances  in  which  I  have  been  placed,  to  conduct 
the  discussion  of  this  question,  on  fair  logical  principles.  I  am 
not  aware  that  I  have  reasoned  fallaciously.  Though  it  has  been 
impossible  to  reply  to  everything  that  has  been  said  hy  the  gen- 
tleman of  the  opposite  side,  yet  I  have  answered  his  arguments, 
I  trust  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  and  have  done  all  that  my  time 
would  allow,  in  considering  incidental  matters.  I  have  spoken 
for  the  most  part  extemporaneously,  but  any  inaccuracies  in  my 
speeches  as  delivered,  will,  I  hope,  be  corrected  in  the  printed 
copy.  I  have  made  no  effort  to  keep  pace  with  Mr.  Austin  in  the 
quantity  of  verbiage.  I  have  been  more  intent  upon  having  my 
arguments  understood,  than  upon  multiplying  words.  My  fiend 
has  placed  great  stress  upon  words,  in  the  way  of  emphasis,  and 
it  is  very  likely  those  words  and  sentences  will  be  published  in 
large  capitals.  But  I  wish  the  audience  and  public  to  understand, 
that  a  disputant  never  adopts  such  a  method  to  strengthen  his  ar- 

fuments,  unless  conscious  that  they  are  deficient  in  intrinsic  merit, 
need  not  inform  you  that  words  in  capitals  mean  no  more  than 
when  printed  in  type  of  the  ordinary  size.  The  gentleman  has 
displayed  much  tact  and  ingenuity  m  the  management  of  a  bad 
cause,  but  I  am  confident  that  no  man  of  intelligence  and  candor 
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can  read  his  composition,  withc;it  seeing  that  the  thread  of  his  ver- 
bosfty^  is  much  finer  than  the  staple  of  his  argument. 

I  wish  farther  to  remark,  though  I  cannot  be  suspected  of  hav- 
ing entertained  much  love  for  Universalism  for  many  years  past, 
yet  I  never  realized  so  fully  as  now,  the  false  and  dangerous  char- 
acter of  this  theory.  Such  are  my  views  of  the  system,  that  I 
declare  to  you,  if  1  believed  it  with  sufficient  firmness  to  risk  my 
own  salvation  upon  its  virtue,  T  would  not  preach  it  to  others. 
I  would  not  induce  my  fellow  man  to  trifle  with  his  immortal  in- 
terests, by  recommending  such  a  trust  to  his  attention.  I  admire 
the  judgment  of  a  Universalist  in  Pennsylvania,  who,  after  preach- 
ing some  years,  came  to  the  following  conclusion  :  If  Universal- 
ism  be  true,  it  is  not  necessary  I  should  preach  it  any  longer, 
since  all  will  be  saved  without  preaching,  as  well  as  with  it.  If 
it  be  not  true,  I  am  not  willing  to  bear  the  responsibility  of  indu- 
cing men  to  believe,  and  trust  m  it.  Carrying  out  these  excellent 
thoughts,  he  abandoned  preaching,  and  chose  the  profession  of 
law.  Would  to  heaven  that  every  Universalist  preacher  was 
wise  enough  txj  copy  his  example. 

Mr.  Austin. — Name  him. 

Mr.  Holmes. — The  name  I  do  not  recollect,  and  it  would  he 
improper  to  mention  it  here,  were  it  otherwise.  The  fact,  however, 
is  beyond  dispute. 

Christians,  who  have  attended  this  debate — as  yju  go  from  this 
place,  I  hope  you  may  carry  with  you  increasing  confidence  in 
our  holy  religion.  If  you  have  appreciated  my  arguments,  you 
will  go  from  this  place,  not  to  hate  Universalists,  but  to  regret 
that  talents  and  influence  worthy  a  better  cause,  are  prostituted 
in  support  of  a  theory  so  false,  unholy  and  dangerous.  Show  by 
your  conduct  to  your  Universalist  neighbors,  that  you  have  a  bet- 
ter system — a  system  which  yields  a  present  salvation — the  par- 
don of  sin — the  witness  of  the  Spirit — purity  of  heart — holiness 
of  life — and  an  inward  pledge  of  everlasting  glory.  Though 
some  sharp  things  have  passed  between  the  disputants  on  this  oc- 
casion, yet  I  have  generally  been  treated  with  courtesy,  and  I 
would  reciprocate  the  kind  feeling  manifested  by  those  who  differ 
from  me.  And  how  can  I  do  this  better,  than  by  offering  them 
that  gospel  which  I  preach,  that  religion  which  I  enjoy  1  This 
I  now  do,  in  all  honesty  and  godly  sincerity.  And  think  it  not 
an  evidence  of  weakness,  if  I  exhibit  some  emotion.  I  am  not 
ashamed  to  be  moved  on  a  subject  of  such  high  moment.  I  re- 
gard you  in  imminent  peril :  nothing  will  save  you  but  the  ato- 
ning, all-cleansing  blood  of  Christ,  applied  by  faith,  in  the  pardon 
and  regeneration  of  your  souls.  This  alone  will  sustain  you  in 
the  hour  of  final  trial  and  final  judgment.  I  offer  you  to-day, 
trough  Chr'iBt,  a  present,  full,  and  free  salvation.  As  to  my  op- 
'ment,  J  will  baj  most  disxincl\7  vlh^  eca^YL-ab^caAl^^  I  entertain 
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no  ill-will  towards  him.  Notwithstanding  the  many  hard  and 
hitter  words  he  has  pronounced,  God  knows  how  gladly  I  would 
lead  him  to  the  throne  of  grace,  where  ^in  is  forgiven — to  that 
Savior  whose  mercy  he  rejects,  and  whose  blood  he  counts  a  com- 
mon thing.  I  may  never  have  the  pleasure  of  knowing  that  he 
has  embraced  Christ  crucified  as  the  ^ound  of  his  hope  of  final 
salvation,  yet  I  beg  leave  to  assure  him  of  my  ardent  desire,  that 
he  may  renounce  his  error,  before  it  shall  prove  his  utter  ruin.— 
[  Time  expired. 


•^i 


THIRD  QUESTION, 


TiraUD  BUFnGIBTCr  EVIDBIfCE  FOR  BELIEVINO  THAT  AXT 
PART  OP  THS  HUMAN  FAMU.Y  WILL  8UPFBR  BNO^ 
LESS  BOSERY  IN  A  FGTURR  STATE! 


[hr.  holmss*  first  speech] 

Mewrs.  M^erators: — In  opening  the  diseusnion  on  the  third 
question,  T  have  to  express  my  consciousness  of  inability  to  do 
justice  to  the  fearful  truth  involved.  And  I  doubt  not,  I  should 
feel  the  same  sense  of  inability,  were  my  knowledge  much  more 
extensive,  and  could  I  claim  a  ranch  larger  share  of  intellectual 
power,  than  has  fallen  to  my  lot. 

I  have  not,  thus  far,  conducted  this  discussion  in  the  spirit  of 
Tanity  and  self-confiJence,  and  I  hope  I  shall  still  be  able  to  pre- 
serve that  modesty  of  pretension,  and  feeling  of  dependence  on 
God,  without  which  I  should  not  deserve  success. 

Thera  is  one  peculiarity  connected  with  this  debate  thus  far,  as 
relates  to  the  course  pursued  by  my  friend  of  the  other  side,  to 
which  I  beg  leave  to  call  the  attention  of  my  auditors.  He  has 
stuJionsly  avoided  a  frank  and  manly  avowal  of  his  views  of  a 
number  of  important  subjects,  intimately  connected  with  the  merits 
of  this  discussion.  I  was  aware  he  would  do  this  beforehand. 
Universalist  champions  always  have  taken  this  course ;  hence, 
reasoning  from  anak)gy,  (which  is  always  a  safe  method  of  argu- 
mentation,) it  was  natural  and  fair  to  presume  that  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  me  in  this  debate,  would  adopt  the  same  policy.  In 
this  [  hav^  not  been  mistaken.  I  determined,  from  the  first,  to  give 
him  an  early  opportunity  to  explain  his  views  on  the  points  sbovA 
referred  to,  but  in  every  instance  he  has  either  passed  on  without 
reply,  or  dismissed  the  subject,  with  a  careless  and  indefinite  re« 
mark. 

On  the  first  question,  T  asked  him  to  tell  me  when,  where  and 
how  men  are  punished  all  their  sins  deserve — whether  it  is  all  ef- 
fected in  this  world,  or  whether  God  inflicts  positive  punishment  in 
another  world,  upon  those  who  die  without  repentance  and  refor- 
mation. But  I  could  get  no  satisfactory  answer.  Sometimes, 
when  pressed  with  difficulties,  he  has  dropped  a  remark  which 
seemed  to  indicate  a  belief  in  future  punishment ;  hut  when  I  hare 
taken  up  the  seeming^  admission,  and  pressed  him  with  the  una* 
Toidable  consequences,  he  has  entered  his  ditclAimec  ioi  vol  iaAaamX 


Tion  r      vvuai  uo  i  care,  wuai  uuco  auj  »>vuv  «,»•«.«  •%.. 

that  an  event  will  occur,  if,  after  all,  we  may  hare  r 
formation  respecting  it— we  may  know  neither  what 
nor  when,  where,  or  how  it  will  be  effected  ?  In  this 
gentleman  has  left  the  first  qaestion. 

On  the  second  question,  I  asked  my  opponent  to  t 
he  wished  to  be  understood  by  salvation — whether  rr 
could  have  been  holy  and  happy,  without  Christ  and 
whether  salvation  is  confined  to  this  life,  or  may  be  e 
other  world,  in  cases  where  the  sinner  lives  and  dies 
rejection  of  the  offers  of  mercy — in  short,  when,  whe 
all  men  are  to  be  made  holy  and  happy  ?  And  here, 
tleman  is  mum.  Why  is  this?  He  has  talked  co 
deep  water;  and  yet,  when  the  oar  is  put  into  his  \ 
direction  he  should  take  cleaily  indicated,  he  stubborj 

**  Push  his  li^ht  shallop  from  the  shore." 

It  is'most  evident,  the  gentleman  dreads  the  daneer 
sibility  of  an  attempt  to  guide  his  bark  between  §c> 
rybdis.  What  motive  can  I  have  to  seek  salvation, 
know  what  it  is,  and  where  to  fiad  it?  A  punishmei 
definite  as  to  nature,  time  and  place — and  a  salvation 
he  explained  or  found,  can  furnish  no  motives  tuavoi 
pursue  the  other. 

I  defined  the  terms  of  the  first  question,  taking  i 
separately,  and  giving  its  signification,  and  thus  I 
frankly  and  fearlessly  upon  the  merits  of  the  questi 
me.  Did  my  friend  do  this  on  his  question  ?  I  did  i) 
hut  he  has  refused  to  do  it,  though  his  attention  has, 
edly  called  to  the  subject    I  am  not  disappointed  i 
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Please  attend  to  another  point,  viz :  the  disadvantage  under 
which  I  appear  before  you  on  this  question,  especially  on  account 
of  the  state  of  the  human  heart.  My  friend  has  frequently  appeal- 
ed to  your  sympathies,  and  assured  you  that  your  hearts  are  in  fa- 
vor of  his  doctrine.  Unless  your  hearts  have  been  touched  by 
grace,  and  you  have  been  made  to  feel  the  exceeding  sinfulness  of 
sin.  I  have  reason  to  fear  there  is  much  truth  in  bis  assurance.  I 
have  no  doubt,  Mr.  Austin,  and  those  associated  with  him,  and 
thousands  who  are  not  known  as  Universalists,  do,  as  he  says, 
hate  and  abhor  the  principles  for  which  I  contend,  and  specially 
the  doctrine  now  under  consideration.  How  can  I  doubt  it? 
since  St  Paul  says  the  carnal  mind  is  enmity  anunst  God — is  not 
subject  to  his  law,  neither  indeed  can  be.  And  another  scripture 
declares — **  The  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately 
wicked."  Now,  it  is  that  same  law  referred  to  by  St.  Paul  as  being 
opposed  by  the  carnal  mind,  for  which  I  am  contending  here.  He 
says  the  carnal  mind  (the  natural,  unregenerate  heart,)  is  opposed 
to  it.  My  friend.  Mr.  Austin,  says  the  same;  and  the  desperate 
effort  he  has  made,  during  this  discu&sion,  thus  far,  is  a  sufficient 
illustration  of  the  other  pa5sao;e.  And  this  is,  by  no  means,  a 
strange  thing.  I  have  no  doubt,  that  the  gentleman  might  collect 
a  congregation  in  any  of  our  cities,  or  populous  towns,  and  deliv- 
er them  a  Deistical  or  Atheistical  lecture,  and  then  appeal  to  them 
in  confidence  that  he  would  be  answered  with  thundering  applause* 
gentlemen,  your  hearts  are  in  favor  of  my  doctrine. 

Robespierre  and  his  infamous  coadjutors  beheaded  the  Priests 
of  France,  denied  the  existence  of  God,  declared  death  an  eternal 
sleep,  overturned  the  altars  of  religion,  converted  the  temples  of 
Christianity  into  halls  of  infidel  blasphemy,  set  up  a  woman  of  ill 
fame  as  the  representative  of  their  Goddess — Reason ;  and  then 
they  could  appeal  to  the  multitude,  and  say,  with  no  danger  of  be- 
ing disputed,  gentlemen,  your  hearts  are  in  favor  of  our  doctrine. 

A  few  years  since,  French  infidelity  paid  us  a  visit  in  petticoats, 
in  the  person  of  Fanny  Wright.  She  was  associated  with  Robeit 
Da*e  Owen,  and  supported  by  the  presence  of  Mr.  Ballou,and  oth- 
er prominent  Universalists.  She  collected  large  assemblies  in  Bos- 
ton, New  York,  and  other  cities,  and  handed  out  to  them  her  abom- 
inable and  licentious  principles;  and  the  clapping  of  hands,  and 
stamping  of  feet,  proved  that  their  hearts  were  in  favor  of  her  doc- 
trines. 

It  was  the  testimony  of  Almighty  God,  respecting  the  antedilu- 
vians, that  every  imagination  of  the  thoughts  of  their  heart,  *<  was 
only  evil,  continually.'*  And  he  sent  Noah  to  preach  to  them,  but 
their  hearts  were  not  in  favor  of  his  doctrine.  I  must  suppose,  if 
my  friend.  Mr.  Austin,  had  been  there  as  a  preacher,  he  would 
have  come  directly  in  contact  with  old  Noah.  Had  he  been  there, 
he  would  doubtless  have  said — ^this  notion  of  the  ^enet^  «xA  ^^miI 
deetruction  of  this  ^eneratioo  from  the  face  o\  \£e  «ex^«m\iax\^^ 
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false — it  eontmdicts  the  intention,  desire,  pieoiure,  love,  mercy^ 
justice  Kn^  foreknowledge  of  God.  Moreorer,  is  not  God  the  Fa- 
ther of  us  all  ?  And  would  our  kind  and  merciful  Father  treat  his 
errinfc  children  in  this  way  ?  Besides,  did  not  God  foreknow  what 
we  would  he  ?  Why  then  punish  us  for  what  he  foreknew  would 
happen  ?  How  much  better  to  have  left  us  in  the  unconscious 
•leep  of  non-entity.  Why !  oh  why  ! !  compel  us  to  live  for  srcB 
4  DOOM?  No,  no,  this  doema  is  not  true;  your  Afar/5  ''^ abhor 
and  deteai  it ;  my  view  of  the  subject  must  be  correct,  for  your 
hearte  are  in  favor  of  my  doctrine.  Or  instead  of  this,  if  the  gen- 
tleman had  been  there  to  pay  to  them,  as  he  has  said  to  us  here — 
your  punishment,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  in  no  sense  an  evil — it  is 
A  wholesome  medicine  to  cure  your  disease,  and  though  the  deluge 
come,  and  you  are  all  destroyed,  it  will  be  but  the  commencement 
of  ft  course  of  salutary  discipline,  through  which  you  will  gradu- 
ate to  glory ;  no  dottbt,^their  hearts  would  have  been  in  favor  of 
his  doctrine. 

Messrs.  Moderators,  I  speak  the  truth  in  Christ,  and  lie  not,  my 
conscience  also  bearing  me  witness ;  could  I  claim  the  suffrage  of 
the  world^s  heart  for  my  doctrine,  my  confidence  in  it,  would  cease 
from  this  hour.  The  whole  world  is  guilty,  and  in  a  state  of  re- 
bellion agiQnst  God ;  and  who  does  not  know  how  difficult  it  is  to 
reconcile  rebels  to  the  laws  and  claims  of  the  government  to  which 
they  stand  opposed.  But,  though  I  may  not  claim  the  suffrage  of 
the  world's  heart,  I  do  claim  the  suffrage  of  the  world's  conscience. 
Conscience*  when  not  violated,  silenced,  crushed,  by  the  wicked- 
ness of  the  heart,  and  the  false  reasonings  of  men,  always  gives 
her  decisions  in  conformity  to  the  truth  of  God.  We  have  both  a 
proof  and  illustration  of  this,  in  the  case  of  Felix.  Paul  reasoned 
— he  did  not  tell  him  God  was  about  to  give  him  a  dose  of  whole- 
some medicine  to  cure  his  licentiousness.  He  '^  reasoned  of  right- 
eousness, temperance  and  in  judgment  to  come.'*  Uuiversalists  ne- 
ver reason  in  this  way.  They  sometimes  talk  of  temperance,  but 
lierer  of  a  judgment  to  come.  Felix  trembled.  Conscience  was 
roused ;  the  voice  of  God  within,  responded  to  the  voice  of  God 
without,  and  he  trembled.  But  alas  for  him,  his  heart  was  not  in 
favor  of  the  doctrine  preached  by  Paul,  and  he  said — "Go  thy 
way  for  this  time,  when  I  have  a  more  convenient  season,  I  will 
call  for  thee."  Conscience  has  kept  the  doctrine  of  future  retribu- 
tion alive  amongst  the  heathen,  while  almost  every  thing  depen- 
dent on  the  mere  deductions  of  reason,  (of  a  religious  nature,)  has 
perished  from  their  midst,  or  been  variously  corrupted.  Con- 
science now  often  causes  the  Universali^t  to  tremble  as  he  ap- 
proaches the  hour  of  dissolution,  and  reflects  upon  the  insecurity 
of  his  foundation,  while  resting  his  hopes  of  heaven  upon  a  doc- 
trine so  loved  by  the  corrupt  and  selfish  heart.  Mr.  Austin  is 
welcome  to  the  world's  heart ;  I  feel  myself  better  supported  by 
tb^  heart  0/  the  tr%e  C^rtitton«  tad  tht  conscience  of  the  unner. 
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Nerertheless.if  any  portion  of  thisaadience  find  their  hearts  inclined 
to  love  the  g^entleman's  doctrine,  T  hope  they  will  not  forget  the  dec- 
laration of  Solomon — "  He  that  trusteth  in  his  own  heart,  is  a  fool." 

I  wish  to  remark  farther,  that  the  arguments  I  have  to  ofiler  on 
this  question,  are  not  addressed  to  the  passions,  but  to  the  intel-  . 
lect.  I  am  aware  that  on  this  account,  as  well  as  on  account  of 
the  natural  disrelish  of  the  heart  for  the  truth  of  j^od,  my  cause 
may  suffer  in  the  minds  of  some.  There  are  those  who  can  ne- 
ver be  convinced,  unless  their  passions  are  excited  ;  and  then,  if 
a  storm  of  passion  can  be  raised  on  the  other  side,  they  are  rea- 
dy to  be  convinced  back  ^ga^in.  I  have  no  ambition  to  gain  the 
■uflfrages  of  such  minds.  To  address  myself  to  such  minds,  pro- 
yidin^  they  were  here,  would  violate  my  Own  taste  and  sense  of 
propriety.  I  love  a  well  framed  arguments  There  is  nothing  I 
admire  more,  than  an  argument  logically  formed,  and  precisely 
expressed,  with  neither  more  nor  less  of  language  than  is  neces- 
sary to  make  it  intelligible.  Hence  I  always  admired  Butler^s 
Analogy,  a  book  which  I  would  earnestly  recommend  to  the  atten- 
tion 01  all  Universalists — especially  to  their  preachers.  I  think 
if  they  would  read  it  three  or  four  times  over,  and  thoroughly  di- 
gest its  principles,  they  would  scarcely  be  willing  to  continue 
preaching  Universalism.  A  loose  and  random  sort  of  reasoning, 
18  neither  pleasant  nor  useful  to  an  intelligent  mind. 

I  would  be  willing  to  meet  my  friend  on  this  ground,  viz  :  put 
the  merits  of  our  respective  theories  into  the  form  of  a  single 
syllogism,  and  let  the  whole  result  depend  upon  the  soundness  of 
our  logic.  I  will  assure  the  gentleman,  that  I  would  take  more 
pleasure  in  grappling  and  dissecting  such  an  argument,  than  in 
volumes  of  mere  rhetoric  or  declamation. 

Suppose  I  frame  a  couple  of  syllogisms  adapted  to  this  pur- 
pose.    First  for  Universalism. 

Major.— All  that  a  good  earthly  father  would,  or  could  dOi  to 
make  his  children  happy,  he  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient 
to  give  practical  eflfect  to  his  benevolent  designs,  that,  God  will 
do  for  the  whole  human  race,  as  he  is  the  Father  of  all  men,  and 
is  infinite  in  wisdom  and  power. 

Minor. — But  a  good  earthly  father  would  make  his  children 
happy  novTy  this  houry  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  equal  to  his 
goodness. 

Conclusion. — Therefore  God  will  make  the  whole  human  fa- 
mily happy  nowy  this  very  hour,  since  his  wisdom  and  power  if 
equal  to  his  goodness. 

Now,  I  will  construct  a  syllogism  for  my  theory. 

Major. — What  a  God  of  holiness,  goodness,  justice,  and  mer- 
cy, can  do,  consistently  with  his  morial  attribute^ty  the  principles  of 
kis  marcU  government,  the  accountctbility  of  man,  and  the  moral  tur- 
pit^ie  ofsiny  to  make  his  sinful  and  gouty  creatures  fiaally  holj 
and  happy— ^t  be  iffUl  do. 
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MixoR. — But  on  these  principles,  he  can  save  all  who  repent, 
feaj"  God,  and  work  righteousness,  according  to  the  light  and  ad* 
vantages  of  the  dispensation  under  which  they  live. 

Conclusion. — Therefore  he  will  save  forever,  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  all  who  repent,  fear  God,  and  work  righteousness,  according 
to  the  light  and  advantages  of  the  dispensation  under  which  they  live. 

Hsre  are  the  two  systems  in  a  nutshell :  and  Mr.  Austin  may  fig- 
ure and  flourish  as  much  as  he  pleases — it  comes  to  just  this,  af- 
ter all,  and  no  more,  and  no  less.  In  the  argument  framed  for 
Universalism,  there  is  no  defect,  unless  it  be  in  the  **  Major  /* 
and  vet  the  conclusion  is  false,  because  it  contradicts  fact.  It  is 
as  plain,  therefore,  as  demonstration  can  make  it,  that  the  "  Ma- 
jor.,^'' which  contains  the  essence  of  Universalism,  is  sophistical 
and  false — that  is,  Universalism  is  false.  But  if  my  friend  does 
not  like  the  form  of  this  syllogism,  we  will  give  it  another. 

Major. — A  father  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make 
his  children  happy,  and  yet  allowing  them  to  remain  in  sin  and 
misery,  would  not  (on  the  principles  of  Universalism,)  be  good; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  unfeeling,  and  unkind. 

Minor. — But  God,  though  possessing  not  only  wisdom  and 

Sower,  but  all  possible  perfection,  nevertheless  allows  his  chil- 
ren  to  remain  in  sin  and  misery. 

Conclusion. — Therefore,  (on  the  principles  of  Universalism,) 
God  is  not  a  good  father :  but,  on  the  contrary,  unfeeling,  and 
unkind. 

Now,  if  my  friend  wishes  to  launch  out  and  take  the  sea 
breezes,  here  Is  a  chance  for  him.  According  to  the  principles  of 
Universalism,  the  *' Jlff/;*or"  and  "  Minor"  terms  of  both  these  syl- 
logisms are  sound ;  ana  yet  the  conclusion  of  the  first  is  an  a6- 
surdiiy^  and  of  the  second,  blasphemy.  Let  the  gentleman  dis- 
prove it  if  he  can. 

I  now  approach  the  question  before  us.  It  reads  as  follows  : 
*'  Is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the  hu- 
man family  will  suffer  endless  misery  in  a  future  state  7"  A  very 
proper  question  to  oe  considered  here,  is,  what  do  I  mean  by  end- 
less misery  ?  Answer :  I  mean  a  state  of  unhappiness,  embra- 
cing two  elements — first,  unhappiness  arising  from  a  sense  of 
loss — secondly,  unhappiness  arising  from  a  consciousness  of  sin 
and  ruilt,  and  the  consequent  attitude  sustained  to  God  and  his 
holy  law. 

As  upon  most  other  points,  so  upon  this,  men  have  run  into  ex- 
tremes. One  extreme  is  to  deny  the  whole — the  other  is  to  in- 
vent the  roost  extravagant  descriptions  that  can  be  framed  with 
language,  to  set  forth  its  agonies  and  horrors — representing  God 
as  employing  his  wisdom  and  power,  in  inventing  and  executinjg; 
measures  for  torturing  the  damned.  Into  the  first  extreme  Um- 
Tersalism  has  fallen— the  other  has  been  reached  by  some  who, 
io  ihe  jnaiiii  take  correct  views  of  the  character-and  (overnme&t 
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of  God.  By  endless  misery,  I  mean  the  final  perdition  of  the  un^ 
godly,  or  that  condition  in  the  future  state  which  contrasts  with 
the  happiness  of  the  righteous. 

Mr.  Austin  will  probably  treat  us  to  a  great  amount  of  extrar- 
a^nt  composition  on  this  question.  We  have  had  it  to  surfeit- 
lag  on  the  other  points  discussed,  but  most  likely,  mere  nothing 
to  what  we  shall  have  on  this.  After  exhausting  his  own  vo- 
cabulary, he  will  collect  all  the  terrible,  and  horrific  sayings  of 
misguided  or  fanatical  minds  within  his  reach,  and  pour  them  in 
upon  the  audience,  set  ofif,  and  rendered  more  horrid,  by  the  most 
bombastic  style  of  figures  and  imagery.  He  will  also,  for  the 
purpose  of  pre-occupying  your  minds  with  prejudice,  and  thus 
destroying  the  efiect  of  my  arguments,  tell  you  that  I  appear  be- 
fore you  to  convince  you  that  you  will  be  separated  from  your 
husbands  and  wives — from  your  parents  and  children — from 
your  brothers  and  sisters — that  while  you  may  be  saved,  those 
you  love  most  dearly,  will  be  plunged  into  hell-fire,  and  roll,  and 
wail,  and  shriek,  in  everlasting  flames.  He  will  do  all  this,  and 
much  more  for  the  purpose  of  exciting  your  minds  with  disgust, 
and  disqualifying  you  to  hear  candidly,  and  weigh  impartially, 
the  chain  of  proofs  I  am  about  to  present  for  your  reflection.  As 
I  intend  to  be  candid  in  my  arguments,  I  ask  a  candid  and  pa- 
tient hearing.  I  am  here  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  maintain 
the  responsioility  of  man  as  to  final  consequences,  and  vindicate 
the  ways  of  God  to  his  moral  subjects.  My  arguments  will  be 
drawn  from  established  principles  and  truths — principles  and 
truths  which  cannot  be  denied,  without  dethroning  God  as  a 
moral  Governor,  and  changing  entirely  the  whole  constitution  of 
things.  I  shall  not  call  upon  you  to  place  your  dependence  up- 
on visionary  and  fantastic  notions,  but  shall  adopt  well  establish- 
ed predicates,  take  positions  which  are  confirmed  by  your  own 
consciousness,  and  deal  in  facts  which  come  clearly  and  forcibly 
within  the  purview  of  the  human  understanding.  I  intend  to 
avoid  every  thing  like  mere  speculation.  Speculation  would  be 
out  of  place  in  so  grave  a  case  as  this.  It  would  afford  a  foun- 
dation too  uncertain  and  insecure,  to  give  satisfaction  to  an  hon- 
est and  intelligent  mind.  On  a  subject  of  this  kind,  we  should 
avoid  all  air-built  castles — dispense  with  imagination — dig  d^ep, 
and  lay  our  foundation  upon  the  rock.  No  course  of  argumen- 
tation should  be  deemed  satisfactory,  which  does  not  go  into  the 
very  heart  of  the  subject — take  hold  of  first  principles,  and  trace 
them  out  to  their  legitimate  results.  In  this  way  only,  can  we 
reach  conclusions  on  which  it  will  be  safe  to  depend. 

I  hope,  therefore,  you  will  not  allow  your  minds  to  be  mysti- 
fied, or  in  any  way  disqualified  to  judge  impartially,  and  give 
due  consideration  and  weight  to  the  chain  of  logical  and  scriptu- 
ral proofs  with  which  I  intend  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this 
question.    I  stand  not  here  to  prove  that  you  will  b«  ImX^  ^\ 
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that  yoar  children  will  be  finally  misarablo — or  to  prore  that 
your  near  aad  dear  friends  will  be  separated  from  you  in  the 
final  issue,  anl  be  subjects  of  enlless  perdition.  Questions  of 
this  kind  have  notbing  to  do  with  the  object  at  which  I  ain). 
That  object  is  the  establishment  of  the  doctrine  of  human  respon- 
sibility, and  the  yinlication  of  the  moral  a Iminist ration  of  God, 
against  the  loose,  indefinite,  and  irresponsible  views  of  Univerp 
salism.  The  questions  of  individual  deserL  and  final  destiny,  be- 
long to  God,  anl  will  b»  decided  by  him  at  the  proper  time  and 
place,  and  according  to  a  rule  of  retribution  sustained  by  th^ 
strictest  principles  of  justice  and  equity.  It  is  not  my  province  to 
inquire  who  will  experience  the  irremediable  results  of  a  volun- 
tary course  of  sinfulness;  but  whether  the  constitution,  agency, 
and  responsibility  of  man,  and  the  plan  of  the  divine  government 
ar^  such,  as  to  admit  the  possibility  and  danger  of  this  issue  in 
rezard  to  any — or,  to  use  the  language  of  the  question  again-r- 
'*  U  thsre  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the 
human  family  will  suffer  endless  misery  in  a  future  state  V^  I 
say  there  is  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  this.  Mr.  Austin 
says  there  is  not.  Here,  then,  the  issue  between  us,  is  plainly 
and  fairly  joined.  Let  us  now  to  the  proof.  My  first  argument 
in  support  of  the  affirmative  view  of  this  question,  is  based  on 

THE  MORAL  AGENCY  OP  MAN. 

1.  That  man  is  a  moral  ajent,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
God^s  government  is  a  moral  government,  adapted  to  display  the 
moral  attributes  of  God — holiness,  goodness,  and  wisdom — w^hich 
attributes  could  not  be  displayed  under  any  other  than  a  moral 
governmant.  The  subjects  of  a  moral  administration  are  govern^ 
ed  according  to  the  principles  of  moral  law ;  that  is,  according  to 
the  principles  of  moral  justice.  The  merit  or  demerit  of  their 
conduct  is  taken  into  the  account,  in  the  distribution  of  favor  or 
disfavor.  Justice  to  all  concerned,  is  the  ruling  principle  of 
moral  government. 

Moral  governmsnt  supposes  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  governed — and  moral  obligation  supposes  the  law  is  reveal- 
ed, and  that  the  subject  possesses  adequate  ability,  and  the  pow- 
er of  choice  in  regard  to  obedience.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
moraf  government  necessarily  supposes  the  moral  agency  of 
man  as  a  subject  of  it. 

2.  Man  is  a  moral  agent,  because  such  a  constitution  is  neces- 
sary to  his  happiness.  That  which  we  may  not  choose,  either 
in  its  reception,  or  continuance,  is  not  properly  a  source  of  hap- 
piness. To  deprive  man  of  the  power  of  choice,  is  both  to  free 
nim  from  responsibility,  and  dsprive  him  of  the  power  of  happi- 
ness. But  min  was  created  for  happiness,  and  as  the  power  of 
cb^ce  is  essential  to  happiness,  therefore  man  was  constita^.  %  ^ 
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3.  That  man  is  a  moral  agent,  is  evident  from  consciousness. 
Every  man,  according  to  the  light  reflected  upon  the  mind,  is 
conscious  when  he  does  right  or  wron^.  Whence  arises  this 
consciousness,  but  from  the  fact  that  he  is  a  moral  agent  ? 

There  is  no  force  of  evidence  which  can  disprove  a  man's  own 
conscioue»ness.  Consciousness  is  the  knowledge  which  the  mind 
has  of  its  own  operations.  In  experiencing  emotions  and  pas- 
sions, the  mind  knows  it  experiences  them.  In  willing  or  exer- 
cising acts  of  causality,  the  mind  knows  it  wills,  or  exercises  such 
acts.  No  proof  can  exceed  this;  hence,  the  celebrated  Dr.  John- 
son remarks — "  We  know  the  will  is  free,  and  that  is  enough.'* 

4.  The  doctrine  of  man's  moral   agency,  is  confirmed  by  the 

S^vemments,  laws,  and  customs,  of  all  nations,  in  all  ages ;  by 
e  standards  of  right  and  wrong,  by  which  moral  character  is 
tested ;  by  the  approbation  or  disapprobation  which  public  opin- 
ion and  law  visits  upon  men,  according  to  the  vicious  or  virtu- 
ous character  of  their  conduct. 

Indeed,  those  who  in  theory  deny  the  freedom  of  the  will,  do 
nevertheless  in  practice  contradict  their  own  theory.  They 
themselves  act  upon  the  supposition  that  the  will  is  free,  and  are 
always  ready  to  condemn  the  guilty,  and  heap  censures  upon 
those  who  violate  the  rules  of  honesty  and  propriety.  This  is 
proof  that  the  voice  of  consciousness  cannot  be  suppressed,  or 
over-ruled  by  metaphysical  reasoning. 

5.  The  moral  agency  of  man  is  clearly  established  in  the  Bible. 
How  often  has  God  said  to  the  children  of  men,  *'  Do  not  this 
abominable  thing  which  I  hate,"  and  yet  they  did  it.  But  if 
they  did  what  God  hates,  then  he  did  not  decree  their  acts,  and 
they  acted  freely.  • 

The  Bible  sets  life  and  death  before  men,  and  calls  upon  them 
to  "choose  this  day  whom  they  will  serve."  Our  Lord  charges 
the  Jews  with  resisting  the  Holy  Ghost — and  the  inhabitants  of 
Jerusalem  resisted  his  will  in  refusing  to  be  gathered. 

From  all  these  considerations,  it  is  a  fact  that  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully disputed — men  are  moral  and  responsible  agents  under 
the  government  of  God.  The  general  fact  of  man's  moral  agency 
bein^  established,  it  will  be  proper  here  to  give  a  more  parucular 
definition  of  it. 

He  is  a  moral  a^ent  who  is  capable  of  performing  moral  sec- 
tions; and  an  action  is  rendered  moral  by  two  circumstances 
— that  it  is  voluntary,  and  that  it  has  respect  to  some  rule  or  law 
which  determines  it  to  be  good  or  evil.  Moral  agency,  therefore, 
supposes  that  the  law  and  its  penalty  are  revealed  to  the  moral 
subject,  and  that  he  has  power  to  ooey,  or  disobey,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  consequences  as  to  good  or  evil,  which  will 
follow,  according  to  his  course  of  conduct.  Hence,  says  Locke, 
"  moral  good  and  evil  is  the  conformity  or  disagreement  of  our 
voluntary  actions  to  some  law,  whereby  good  or  evil  is  brought 
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upon  us  from  the  will  or  power  of  the  law-maker."  Such  is  the 
constitution  of  man  as  a  creature  of  God.  And  as  this  constitu- 
tion was  given  him  to  adapt  him  to  the  law  and  government  of 
God,  hence,  the  consequences  resulting  from  his  conduct,  wheth- 
er for  good  or  evil,  happiness  Or  misery,  are  as  ever  during  as 
the  existence  of  man  under  that  law  or  government,  which  con- 
fers its  rewards  or  inflicts  its  penalties,  according  to  the  volunta- 
ry conduct  of  men.  Now,  this  being  the  constitution  of  man,  and 
such  his  liability,  if  no  sinful  act  had  yet  been  committed,  yet  ao 
one  could  prove  that  such  act  would  not  be  committed,  and  the 
fearful  consequences  be  incurred.  But,  the  fearful  act  of  rebell- 
ion has  been  committed — the  whole  world  is  under  the  maledic- 
tion of  the  divine  law.  And  as  law  of  itself  knows  nothing  of 
msrcy,  hence,  left  to  work  out  its  own  results,  it  inflicts  an  end- 
less curse ;  and  the  same  result  must  follow  where  the  condemned 
•inner  rejects  the  benefit  of  a  restoring  remedy. 

This  argument  may  be  summed  up  thus:  Men  are  moral 
agents.  The  legal  moral  constitution  under  which  they  are  placed, 
secures  life  to  the  obedient,  but  dooms  offenders  to  die.  It  is  the 
office  of  distributive  justice  to  execute  this  penalty,  as  well  as  to 
bestow  the  reward  of  obedience.  In  case  they  are  rewarded,  they 
experience  the  appointed  results  of  their  voluntary  obedience.  In 
case  they  are  punished  with  death,  they  experience  the  appointed 
results  of  their  voluntary  disobedience,  and  are  bound  as  well  by 
their  own  constitution,  as  by  the  natural  force  and  effect  of  moral 
law  and  the  nature  of  its  penalty,  to  abide  the  consequences  of 
their  own  acts. 

Before  I  yield  the  floor,  I  wish  to  make  another  call  upon  Mr. 
Austin  to  explain  himself  upon  a  point  involved  in  this  question. 
He  denies  endless  punishment  in  a  future  world.  Does  he  admit 
punishment  in  a  future  world  at  all  ?  Will  the  gentleman  please 
give  his  attention  to  the  following  particulars,  and  favor  us  with  a 
specific  answer.  First :  does  he  believe  any  part  of  the  human  fam- 
ily have  been,  are,  or  will  be,  punished  in  the  future  world,  or 
after  death  1  Secondly :  if  he  does,  does  he  believe  there  is  a  hell 
in  the  future  world  where  they  are  punished,  or,  a  place  of  future 
punishment  1  Thirdly :  if  he  believes  in  future  punishment,  and 
^et  denies  the  existence  of  a  future  hell,  or  place  of  future  pun- 
ishment— then  I  wish  him  to  explain  to  us,  where^  and  how  sin- 
ners  are  punished  in  a  future  state.  If  my  friend  will  give  his 
early  attention  to  these  questions,  and  let  us  have  his  candid  and 
deliberate  views,  he  will  oblige  his  opponent,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
confer  a  favor  upon  the  audience. — \Time  expired. 
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[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FIRST  REPLY.] 

Genthmea  Moderators : — On  the  queslion  now  before  u*.  Elder 
Holmes  takes  the  Affirmative,  and  leads  in  the  debate.  In  a  well 
regulated  discussion,  its  tone  and  character  depends  materially  oa 
the  course  pursue!  by  the  Affirmative.  If  the  individual  who  oc- 
cupies that  po-^ition,  a  louts  a  manly,  dignified  plan  of  procedure — 
if  he  aiheres  closely  to  tne  question,  and  frames  his  arguments  so 
that  they  bear  le:^itimately  and  directly  upon  it — then  the  Nega- 
tive will  be  enable  1  to  pursue  a  similar  course,  and  the  way  is 
open  for  an  interesting  and  profitable  investigation.  But  when 
the  Affirmative  unfortunately  chooses  to  lead  into  another  track — 
resorts  to  sophistry,  trickery,  deception — indulges  in  a  strain  of 
fault-finding,  vituperation,  misrepresentation — in  harsh  censures 
hard  names,  and  low  epithets — the  Negative,  although  unwarrant- 
ed in  pursuing  a  similar  course,  even  by  such  an  example,  must 
necessarily  modify  the  nature  of  his  replies  to  meet  so  unpleasant 
an  exigency,  and  the  debate  can  but  lose  much  of  its  attraction  and 
value.  In  marking  out  my  plan  on  the  affirmative  of  the  last  ques- 
tion, I  wan  governed  by  the  suggestions  just  offered.  It  was  my 
object  to  leave  all  extraneous  considerations  aside,  and  lead  off  in 
a  train  of  arguments  that  should  touch  at  once,  the  vital  point  in 
dispute  between  the  parties,  and  allow  the  contest  to  be  urged  on  the 
only  ground  where  a  decisive  victory  could  be  obtained,  on  either 
side.  I  think  I  may  claim  to  have  adhered  faithfully  to  this  plan, 
throughout  the  entire  length  of  that  investigation — notwithstanding 
I  was  compelled  frequently  to  turn  aside  to  expose  the  tortuous 
course  my  friend  thought  proper  to  pursue  on  the  Negative. 

It  is  a  source  of  much  regret  to  me,  that  Elder  Holmes  lost  sight 
of  the  considerations  I  have  suggested,  in  opening  the  Affirmative 
of  the  present  important  question.  Instead  of  proceeding  in  a  dig- 
nified and  honorable  manner,  at  once  to  the  advocacy  of  the  dark 
and  terrible  doctrine  he  has  volunteered  to  defend,  it  has  been  his 
choice  to  commence  with  a  long  strain  of  fault-findings  and  a  nu- 
merous catalogue  of  complaints,  interspersed  with  defamatory  as- 
sertions, low  innuendoes,  and  groundless  charges,  which  I  can  but 
view  as  alike  unworthy  a  christian  and  a  courteous  controversial- 
ist. As  at  the  very  commencement  of  his  first  speech  on  the  second 
question,  so  precisely  on  this  question,  instead  of  going  forward^ 
be  immediately  turus  back,  and  begins  to  baggie,  and  scold,  and 
declaim,  in  regard  to  matters  with  which  we  have  done,  and  which 
should  be  lai  1  upon  the  shelf!  My  poor  friend  is  evidently  great- 
ly dlssatified  with  the  results  of  our  discussion,  thus  far.  If  it 
was  not  so,  he  would  allow  his  past  labors  to  remain  as  they  are, 
to  work  their  legitimate  influence  on  the  public  mind.  But  this 
constant  anxiety  to  go  back  and  re-vamp  old  arguments,  re- assert 
stale  denunciations,  and  indulge  in  scurrilous  abuse,  in  assertions, 
and  a  general  bravado,  which  had  been  already  repeated  until 
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worn  thi^ad-bare,  proves  as  plainly  as  words  conid  assert  it,  that 
he  feels  conscious  of  a  failure  to  sustain  himself  heretofore,  as 
hs  desired.  In  all  this  dissatisfaction  with  his  past  labors,  he 
ha^  shown  an  amount  of  gooi  sense,  truly  creditable.  I  fully 
believe  when  the  public  review  the  nature  of  his  proceedings  in 
this  debate,  they  will  at  least  give  him  the  credit  of  great  discern- 
msnt  in  being  wholly  unreconciled  to  the  idea  of  allowing  his  la- 
bors on  the  second  question,  to  pass  without  some  attempt  to  patch 
them  up !  The  Elder  may,  however,  take  to  himself  the  conso- 
ling reflection,  that  the  failure  cannot  justly  be  attributed  to  him, 
but  to  his  cfitme  f  When  men  attempt  to  overthrow  TRUTH,  or 
build  up  ERROR,  how  can  they  expect  their  exertions,  after 
cool  and  mature  examination,  can  yield  satisfaction  even  to  them- 
selves ! 

I  can  but  esteem  myself  unfortunate  in  incurring  the  disappro- 
bation of  my  opponent.  Every  thing  on  my  part,  goss  wron? 
in  his  estimation.  I  can  do  nothing  that  will  please  him.  AU 
my  positions,  my  arguments,  evidences,  scripture  proofs,  are  ex« 
ceeiingly  distasteful  to  him.  The  more  souni  the  argument,  the 
clearer  the  proof,  the  more  direct  the  conclusion,  and  glorious  the 
doctrine  established,  the  greater  his  dissatisfaction  ! !  Whatever 
I  do,  he  would  not  have  done ;  and  whatever  he  would  have  me 
do,  that  do  I  not.  The  case  is  a  hard  one  truly,  for  my  friend. 
If  r  was  but  more  yielding  and  accommodating  in  my  disposition, 
and  more  willing  to  conform  to  his  wishes  in  all  cases,  how 
speedy  his  triumph  !     How  easy  his  victory  ! 

He  complains  that  I  have  studiously  avoided  making  known 
my  opinions  on  many  important  points— that  I  have  failed  to  an- 
swer his  inquiries  as  to  the  nature  of  salvation,  or  the  time,  place 
and  manner  of  the  punishment  of  the  wicked.  These  complaints 
run  through  the  entire  length  of  the  two  questions,  frequently  in- 
terspersed with  a  precious  display  of  low  wit  and  ridicule.  He 
denominated  Salvation  as  held  by  Universal ists,  to  he  a  kind  of 
Jack-o-lantern — an  abstraction — a  mere  nothingness !  True,  I 
have  shown  in  repeated  instances,  that  the  salvation  we  proclaim, 
is  the  salvation  revealed  in  the  gospel — a  salvation  from  sin,  ig- 
norance, and  death — that  it  is  purely  the  gilt  of  God — and  that  it 
is  effected  through  the  instrumentality  of  Christ  and  his  gospel ! 
But  what  cares  he  for  a  salvation  which  has  God  for  its  author, 
and  Christ  for  its  executor  and  finisher  ?  So  long  as  it  stands  in 
the  way  of  his  creed,  he  will  cast  the  most  contemptuous  epithets 
upon  it,  and  insist  that  it  is  nothing  but  emptiness  ?  He  forgets 
that  the  salvation  promulgate  1  in  his  own  theory  is  the  most  un- 
real, uncertain  and  contradictory,  contrivance  that  the  wretched 
wisdom  of  this  v^orld  ever  coined.  No  man  feels  himself  safe 
for  a  moment  under  its  teachings.  To-day,  he  may  be  saved — to- 
morrow, lost ! !  The  moment  the  poor  repentant  sinner  stretches 
forth  his  hand  to  the  Elder's  system^  to  lay  hold  on  a  salvation 
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that  shall  he  real — something  that  can  be  depended  ujon — he 
finds  only  that  which  involves  him  in  inextricable  confusion.  It 
is  a  salvation  by  tcorks^  and  kot  by  works — he  musi  do  some' 
thing  to  merit  it,  and  yet  is  told  he  can  not  do  any  thing  to  merit 
it.  He  is  taught  it  is  a  salvation  by  grace,  and  yet  not  by  grace 
but  of  works — that  God  will  save  men,  and  yet  they  must  save 
thenudoes — that  Christ  will  save  the  world,  and  yet  if  the  world 
do  not  secure  their  own  salvation,  they  will  be  cast  off  into  utter 
and  endless  darkness  !  And  yet  one  who  entertains  these  views 
and  is  continually  leading  others  to  wander  amid  all  this  confu- 
sion, utters  louJ  complaints  that  the  salvation  of  Universalists 
is  not  (tifinite  /  That  these  complaints  against  the  definiteness  of 
our  views  of  salvation,  are  utterly  groundless — ludicrously  so — 
there  is  not  a  person  who  has  attendel  this  discussion,  but  will 
bear  me  witness.  Although  I  have  repeatedly  answered  all  ques- 
tions in  regard  to  salvation,  so  far  as  God  has  revealed  knowl- 
edge to  mortals  on  the  subject,  and  made  known  my  opinions  on 
every  point  involved,  in  the  discussion,  yet  these  complaints  are 
again  reiterated  on  the  very  threshold  of  this  question — at  the 
first  ^o-off  of  the  Rider,  with  as  much  coolness,  as  though  he  was 
treating  our  hearers  with  the  fresh  coinage  of  his  fertile  brain. 
It  is  a  fitting  beginning  in  defence  of  the  monstrQUs  doctrine  my 
opponent  stands  up  here  to  defend  and  propagate. 

The  secret  of  all  his  trouble  and  fault  finding,  in  regard  to  mat« 
ters  connected  with  the  other  questions,  is  easily  explained.  It  is 
not  that  I  have  not  answered  his  inquiries  on  these  topics,  nor  that 
I  have  not  made  known  my  opinions,  but  the  difficulty  is,  I  have 
not  answered  them  to  5u/f  him— and  my  opinions  have  proved 
different  from  what  he  would  have  them.  If  I  had  but  given 
some  absurd  reply  to  his  queries — if  I  had  but  committed  myself 
to  some  groundless  position,  some  ridiculous  sentiment,  some  mon- 
strous anomoly,  so  weak  and  silly  as  to  conflict  with  the  word  of 
God — then  the  Elder  would  have  been  in  high  glee  !  No  com- 
plaints would  have  been  uttered,  and  no  fault  found  with  my 
course.  But  although  I  am  exceedingly  anxious  to  accommodate 
my  friend,  in  every  possible  and  consistent  manner,  yet  really  it 
is  asking  too  much,  that  I  should  sacrifice  God^s  truth  to  friend- 
ship for  him,  or  allow  the  most  consistent,  desirable  and  beauti- 
ful doctrine  that  men  or  angels  have  ever  known,  to  be  trampled 
under  foot,  merely  to  permit  heathen  errors  to  perpetuate  their 
baneful  swav  over  the  minds  of  men  ! 

If  I  thought  proper  to  pursue  a  similar  strain  of  fault  finding,  I 
might  in  return,  with  great  justice,  utter  many  complaints  against 
the  course  pursued  by  Elder  Holmes.  His  misrepresentations  have 
been  numerous  and  wilful.  In  his  tenth  speech  he  declares  that 
Universalists  generally  repudiate  the  ordinances  of  Christianity — 
baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper.  Yet  be  knows  that  the  Lord^s  sup- 
per is  administered  throughout  onr  denomination,  where  eircum« 
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stances  will  admit  of  the  organization  of  churches.    And  as  to  bap- 
tism. Universal ists  very  frequently  administer  it;  but  they  leave 
iheir  members  in  the  free  exercise  of  their  conscienpes  on  this  sub- 
ject.    I  might  complain  also  of  his  assertions  at  the  commence- 
ment of  his  closing  speech  on  the  second  question — where  he 
declares  that  Universalism  knows  nothing  of  a  renewed  heart — 
that  it  claims  that  the  heart  in  its  unholu  state  ^ives  its  suffrage 
for  annihilating  the  en  Hess  sanctions  of  the  divine  law,  and  uu' 
condilionallu  saving  all  men,  without  regard  to  character  or  con- 
duct — and  that  I  maintain  that  the  iTiC/ked  heart  loves  Universal- 
ism.    I  declare  all  these  assertions  to  be  sheer,  wilful,  and  wick- 
ed misrepresentations,  and  that  Elder  Holmes  well  knew  them  to 
be  such,  when  he  uttered  them.     He  knows  I  have  repudiated  all 
such  views  over  and  over  again  ;  but  he  most  dishonorably  per- 
sists in  reiterating  these  charges.     Yet  he  claims  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  a  renewed  heart.     Moreover,  I  might  complain,  that  after 
so  much  trepidation  lest  I  should  introduce  neir  matter  in  my  clo- 
sing speech  on  the  negative  of  the  first  question,  where  he  would 
have  no  opportunity  to  reply,  he  has  himself  become  guilty  of 
this  very  act,  in  his  closing  speech  on  the  negative  of  the  second 
question.     In  several  instances  he  has  brought  in  new  arguments, 
and  in  one  case*  in  direct  violation  of  one  of  the  rules  of  this  dis- 
cussion, has  introduced  a  new  matter  which  he  calls  a  *^^  dilemma^''* 
and  challenges  me  to  reply  to  it,  when  he  knew  I  had  no  oppor- 
tunity.    But  I  need  not  dwell  farther  on  the  singular  characteris- 
tics of  that  closing  speech.     It  was  very  much  as  I  anticipated. 
The  repetition  and  patching  up  of  his  replies  to  my  arguments — 
the  reiteration  of  assertions,  positions,  and  false  and  sophistical 
methods  of  reasoning,  which  I  had  already  overthrown  and  scat- 
tered, when  they  were  originally  introduced — indicates  nothing 
more  clearly  than  his  disfuti^fattion  at  the  manner  in  which  he  has 
managed  his  cause,  and  his  fears  of  the  influence  of  this  debate 
on  the  public  mind. 

The  gentleman  is  not  a  little  perplexed  by  my  appeals  to  those 
tender  sympathies  which  God  has  implanted  in  the  human  heart. 
He  acknowledges  that  these  appeals  place  his  doctrine  at  great 
disadvantage.  But  he  insists  that  this  is  in  consequence  of  the 
wickednesi  of  the  hearts  of  men,  and  reminds  us  of  the  declara- 
tion of  the  Bible,  that  "  the  heart  is  desperately  wicked."  My 
friend  is  evidently  in  the  fog  in  regard  to  this  matter.  If  my  ap- 
peal was  to  the  wicked  feelings  of  men — if  the  sympathy  aroused 
against  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  and  in  favor  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation,  was  the  fruit  of  the  predominance  of  sinful  and 
depraved  passions,  as  were  some  of  the  appeals  he  mentioned  in 
his  last  speech — there  would  then  be  Fome  ground  for  the  con- 
clusion he  has  drawn.     But  the  Elder  and  the  world  well  know 


ON  ENDLESS  PUNISHMENT.  431 

that  my  appeals  are  to  the  highest,  the  holiest  and  BEST  feel- 
ings of  men.  The  pure  hearted  christian,  the  honest  man.  the  up- 
right and  RoJ-like  soul,  feels  these  appeals  more  sensibly,  and 
responds  lotliem  more  readily,  than  any  other  class.  The  more 
ho!y  the  affections,  the  more  refined  the  sensibilities,  the  more 
heavenly  all  the  emotions,  which  characterize  any  individual,  the 
greater  the  propriety  of  makin<;  these  appeals  to  him.  and  the 
more  confident  am  I  that  they  will  produce  the  desired  impression 
upon  him.  Every  thing  holy  and  heavenly,  every  thing  pure  and 
good  which  the  Creator  has  implanted  in  the  human  soul,  while 
granting  its  utmost  approbation  to  the  doctrine  of  the  repentance 
and  salvation  of  all  men,  at  the  same  time,  rises  in  utter  detesta- 
tion of  the  sentiment  of  endless  sin  and  agony  !  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  he  writhes  in  such  perfect  torture,  at  every  appeal  I 
make  to  the  sympathies  of  the  audience.  And  it  is  for  the  same 
reason  that  the  partialist  clergy  are  continually  laboring  to  cause 
their  hearers  to  distrust  the  purest  and  best  feeling  God  has  given 
them,  and  to  induce  them  to  pluck  from  their  hearts  those  sympa- 
thies, which  form  the  chief  moral  trait  that  raises  them  above 
the  beast  of  the  forest  ?  Shall  I  cease  my  appeals  to  man*s  better 
natnre .'  No  !  I  give  my  opponent  fair  warning,  that  I  shall  con- 
tinue, so  often  as  occasion  offers,  to  address  the  tender,  loving,  af- 
fectionate sympathies  of  those  who  listen — that  I  shall  strive  to 
touch  the  golden  cord  which  uni:es  man  to  higher  orders  of  being, 
and  make  it  to  vibrate  with  those  angelic  emotions  which  yield 
their  approbation  alone  to  that  which  benefits  the  race  ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  assures  us  thjil  were  the  hearts  of  the  world  \n  fa- 
vor of  his  doctrine,  he  should  be  led  to  doubt  its  truth.  If  he  is 
sincere  in  this  declaration,  allow  me  to  say  he  has  ^ood  reason 
immediately  to  commence  his  doubts!  At  least  two-thirds  of  man- 
kind in  Christendom,  and  nincteen-twentieths  of  the  most  depraved 
and  reckless,  are  believers  in  his  sentiments,  and  grant  them  all 
their  approbation.  Examine  any  community,  and  see  how  large  a 
majority  of  the  ungodly  and  sinful,  cling  to  the  theory  which  my 
friend  advocates.  Look  tdl^he  prisons,  penitentiaries,  and  places 
where  the  most  abandoned  are  gathered,  and  it  will  be  found  that 
with  only  the  rarest  e.vceptions,  the  inmates  are  universally  believers 
and  approbators  of  endless  punihhment !  I  tell  my  brother,  that  ac- 
cording to  bis  own  rule,  he  must  be  a  large  doubter  of  the  truth  of 
his  doctrine  !  He  tells  us  he  feels  satisfied  with  doctrines  which  re- 
ceive the  approbation  of  the  heart  of  the  true  christian.  In  this 
there  is  a  most  delightful  harmony  between  the  feelings  of  friend 
Holmes  and  myself.  Every  true  Christian  on  earth  approbates 
and  loves  with  all  his  heart,  the  doctrine  of  the  universal  reign 
of  holiness,  righteousness  and  peace.  But  if  there  was  a  mortal 
so  hardened  as  to  declare  his  love  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  blas- 
phemy, warring  and  misery,  could  he  be  called  a  Christian  7 
Would  not  his  character  rather  assimilate  to  that  attributed  to  fa- 
bled demons ! ! 
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My  opponent  says  he  has  no  doubt  I  conld  collect  audiences 
of  Deists  and  Atheists  to  bear  me  preacb,  in  any  of  our  large 
towns.     Tbis  low  attempt  to  excite  the  prejudices  of  the  commu- 
nity, will  be  appreciated  by  the  au'lience.     Permit  me  to  inquire 
who  male  these  men  Deists  and  Atheists  ?    It  is  a  fact  suscepti- 
bb  of  the  plainest  proof,  that  thay  became  infiiels  under  tbs  in- 
flaance  of  the  very  doctrines  my  frienl  defends  in  this  discussion. 
Did  not  the  infiiels  of  France  fall  into  their  Atheism  under  ths 
influence  of  the  doctrine  of  Eadless  Punishment  ?     Yes,  these  and 
other  infiiels  in  our  own  land,  were  driven  into  skepticism  by  the 
absurd  and  abhorrent  sentiments,  promulgated  from  the  falsely 
terme  J  evanj^elical  pulpits !     They  have  heard  from  their  infancy, 
that  the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity,  vicarious  atonement,  total  depravi- 
ty, anl  endless  punishment,  are  taught  in  the  Bible.     And  believ- 
ing this  to  be  so,  they  have  thrown  God's  word  aside  as  totally 
contradictory  to  mm's  reason,  and  swung  to  the  contrary  extreme 
of  gloomy  infidelity.     This  position  is  corroborated  by  a  fact 
which  cannot  be  successfully  disputed — that  wherever  partialist 
doctrines  prevail  the  most  generally,  and  other  and  better  views 
of  Christianity  are  the  least  known,  as  in  France  and  various  por- 
tions of  America,  there  skepticism  has  spread  its  poison  most  suc- 
cessfully and  largely  !     As  to  Deists  and  Atheists  generally  at- 
tending upon  my  preaching,  any  impression  of  this  description  is 
totally /o/jj  /.'    I  rarely  see  individuals  of  this  description  in  con- 
gregations which  I  address.     But  this  I  unhesitatingly  assert,  that 
the  Atheists  and  Deists,  and  skeptics  in  general,  who  attend  the 
meetings  of  the  so-called  evangelical  denominations,  are  four  times 
more  numerous,  in  proportion  to  the  whole  number,  than  those 
who  are  found  in  Universalist  congregations  ! !     I  challenge  in- 
vestigation on  this  point.     We  receive  the  most  bitter  opposition 
from  skeptics,  in  all  those  cities  and  large  places,  where  they  are 
banded  together  in  various  organizations.     And  no  periodicals  or 
publications  of  any  description,  indulge  in  a  more  bitter  enmity, 
or  in  a  greater  degree  of  ridicule  of  JUni versa! ism,  than  those  is- 
sued from  the  infidel  press.     Like  Herod  and  Pilot  of  old.  Athe- 
ists, Deists,  sceptics,  unbelievers  of  all  descriptions,  on  one  side, 
and  the  whole  array  of  evangelicals^  of  every  hue  and  shade,  on 
.  the  other,  strike  hands  together,  in  opposition  to  that  doctrine 
which  is  the  consummation  of  the  best  and  holiest  wishes  of  men 
or  angels,  the  final  purification  and  happiness  of  the  entire  race 
of  man ! ! 

The  Elder  supposes,  had  I  preached  to  the  Antediluvians,  I 
should  have  opposed  Noah,  and  told  them  they  would  not  be  de- 
stroyed !  No  sir !  Had  I  been  with  the  Antediluvians.  I  should 
have  preached  the  certainty  of  punishment,  and  not  its  uncertain- 
ty,  as  my  friend  does.  Indeed,  Noah  did  proclaim  my  sentiments 
to  them,  when  he  declared  that  the  judgments  of  God,  which  they 
liad  justly  incurred  by  their  sins,  would  be  assuredly  inflicted  up- 
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on  thsm,  and  that  there  was  no  possihle  escape !  Had  Elder 
Holmes  been  stationed  among  them,  and  preached  in  a  practical 
manner,  the  doctrine  he  defends  jn  theory,  he  would  hare  contra- 
dicteJ  Noah,  as  he  now  contradicts  God^s  word.  He  would  have 
told  the  AnteJiluvians  to  enjoy  **  the  pleasures  of  sin" — to  eat, 
diink,  and  be  merry,  for  there  was  no  punishment  in  this  life,  or 
if  any,  it  would  be  so  light  they  would  not  know  when  they  re- 
ceive i  it — that  God^s  punishments  are  in  the  future  world,  and 
are  awful  and  endless,  but  ei^ily  avoided — that  when  they  saw  the 
gp,thering  blackness  begin  to  appear  in  the  heavens,  which  was 
to  pour  out  the  flood  to  destroy  them,  if  they  would  but  be  care- 
ful to  repent,  all  would  be  well,  and  they  could  ascend  at  once  to 
infinite  glory  and  bliss ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  brings  the  entire  of  the  two  systems  of  Universal 
Salvation  and  Endless  Punishment,  into  **  a  nut-shell,"  in  the  form 
of  two  or  three  of  Luther  Lee^s  syllogisms.  These  syllogisms  af- 
ford as  precious  a  specimen  as  he  could  give  us,  of  his  profound 
logic,  and  of  that  blind  habit  to  which  he  is  addicted,  and  which 
shows  itself  through  all  his  arguments,  of  reasoning  from/a/^«/rre« 
mises.  In  his  syllogism  on  Universalism,  he  asserts  that  all  a  good 
earthly  father  would  do  to  make  his  children  happy,  had  he  the 
power,  God  will  do  for  the  whole  human  race.  But  a  good  earthly 
lather  would  make  his  children  happy  now,  therefore  God  wiu 
make  all  men  happy  now  ! !  See  how  slight  a  touch  shall  over- 
turn the  castle  my  friend  has  so  laboriously  built  up.  A  good 
earthly  father  would  not  make  his  children  happy  now,  provid^  he 
saw  that  by  subjecting  them  to  a  healthful  discipline  for  a  season, 
he  could  make  them  much  happier  by-and-by.  A  father  could 
make  his  child  happy  for  the  time  being,  by  allowing  him  to  re- 
frain from  study,  and  spend  his  time  in  idleness.  But  he  knows 
he  can  bestow  greater  benefit  on  him  hereafter,  by  subjecting  him 
at  present,  to  severe  and  laborious  study  and  a  judicious  training. 
So  God  does  not  make  his  creatures  happy^  now,  because  his  wis- 
dom dictates  that  he  can  exalt  them  to  nigher  degrees  of  perfec- 
tion and  bliss  hereafter,  by  first  subjecting  them  to  a  well  regula- 
ted course  of  discipline  and  instruction. 

Another  of  his  acute  syllogisms  on  Universalism,  is  something 
like  this :  A  father  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make 
his  children  happy,  and  yet  allowing  them  to  remain  in  sin  and 
misery,  would  be  unfeeling  and  cruel.  But  God,  though  possess* 
ing  wisdom  and  power,  does  allow  his  creatures  to  remam  in  sin 
and  misery.  Therefore,  according  to  Universalism,  God  is  unfeel- 
ing and  cruel !  •  I  am  surprized  at  the  short-sighted,  school-boy 
character  of  my  friend's  syllogisms.  Does  he  not  see,  that  a  fa- 
ther would  not  be  crutl  in  allowing  his  children  to  experience  fem- 
porary  trials,  if  he  foresaw,  they  would  conduce  to  tjieir  perma- 
nant  and  lasting  good.  Hence  God,  so  far  from  being  unieeling 
or  cruel,  is  both  «ris6  and  good,  in  subjecting  man  to  vanity,  as 
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St.  Paul  denominates  it,  that  through  the  discipline  and  instruc- 
tion thus  experienced,  a  higher  and  final  good  shall  be  experi- 
enced by  all  those  involved  therein.  My  opponent  says  these 
syllogisms  are  framed  on  genuine  Universalist  principles.  I  deny 
it.  They  rest  solely  on  an  undisguised  perversion  of  our  views. 
The  Elder's  syllogism  on  Endless  Punishment,  cannot  be  wor- 
thy a  formal  reply.  There  is  nothing  of  it.  In  other  words,  it  is 
framed  on  principles  in  regard  to  which,  there  is  no  disagreement 
between  us.  Its  laborious  travail  results  in  bringing  forth  this 
conclusion — that  God  will  save  all  who  repent  and  work  right- 
eousness !  Marvellous!  And  who  ever  doubted  this,  or  believed 
any  thing  else.  Universalists  adopt  this  as  one  of  their  funda- 
mental principles.  They  believe  all  men  in  due  time,  will  be 
brought  Dy  the  influences  and  instructions  of  Christ,  to  repentance, 
and  hence  will  experience  the  salvation  of  God  ! 

Before  proceeding  to  the  discussion  of  the  question  now  before 
us,  would  it  not  be  well  to  look  at  the  position  we  occupy — to 
glance  at  the  field  of  debate  we  have  been  over — and  take  a  brief 
survey  of  that  upon  which  we  are  about  to  enter  ? 

On  the  last  Question  I  maintained  that  in  due  time,  all  the  chil- 
dren of  men  will  be  brought  to  Repentance  and  Reformation,  w^ill 
be  converted  to  Christ,  and  become  willing  and  obedient  subjects* 
of  his  kingdom — that  every  intelligent  being  will,  in  due  time,  be 
reconciled  to  their  Father  in  heaven,  and  filled  with  love  to  God, 
and  love  to  one  another.  It  will  be  acknowledged  by  every  pi- 
ous heart,  that  this  doctrine  is  the  most  desirable,  glorious  and 
joy  inspiring,  that  the  human  mind  can  comprehend !  It  is  such 
a  state  of  things  as  all  Christian  souls  love — such  as  accord  with 
their  purest  desires  and  most  ardent  prayers — and  such  as  they 
would  bring  to  pass,  had  they  the  power  and  opportunity !  It 
will  also  be  acknowledged,  that  of  all  conceivable  states  in  which 
the  existence  of  the  human  race  could  possibly  terminate,  this 
condition  of  Universal  holiness  and  hanpiness,  is  infinitely  the 
BEST  that  can  possibly  be  imagined  !  Moreover,  it  will  not  be 
denied,  that  this  result  of  creation  is  honorable  to  God,  as  the 
wise,  benevolent,  and  perfect  Father  of  all,  and  worthy  of  Christ, 
as  one  who  died  for  all.  and  declared  himself  to  be  the  Savior  of 
the  world ! 

Against  this  doctrine  my  opposing  brother  has  labored  with  all 
the  ability  he  possesses.  He  has  endeavored  to  overthrow  all 
these  Christian  hopes,  these  great  and  good  views  of  God.  He 
has  exerted  himseli  to  make  you  believe  that  a  c^summation  so 
desirable  and  glorious,  can  never  be  accomplished !  That  it  is 
asking  to,Q  much  of  God — placing  too  much  dependence  on  his 
GoodnesS)  his  Ix^ve,  Me^pcy,  Wisdpn^  and  Power,  to  believe  he 
>yill  achieve  bo  great  and  holy  an  undertaking;  as  this !  He  has 
0irired  to  convince  you,  that  the  BEST  THING  God  coold  post 
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Bibly  plan— the  BEST  THING  Jeans  could  accomplish— the  BEST 
THING  angels  could  desire,  or  men  could  hope  for,  has  been  de- 
feated, overthrown,  and  forever  ruined.  That  there  was  no  ability 
in  God,  Christ,  angels,  or  good  men,  to  bring  to  pass  a  state  of 
things,  which  all  loved  to  contemplate,  and  which  would  fill  the 
universe  with  light,  peace,  love,  and  cause  all  intelligences  to 
*'  rejoice  with  joy  unspeakable  and  full  of  glory  !^' 

On  the  present  Question,  the  position  of  the  parties  is  changed. 
My  opponent  takes  the  affirmative,  He  seizes  the  laboring  oar, 
and  leads  us  in  the  investigation  now  in  hand !  After  having 
labored  to  show  you  that  in  a  world  over  which  a  Deity  reigp:i8 
who  is  Omnipotent  in  Power,  perfect  in  Wisdom,  and  infinite  in 
Love,  the  best  state  of  things  that  man  or  angel  could  wish  for,  or 
God  could  design,  or  Christ  accomplish,  can  never  take  place,  he 
now  volunteers  to  go  forward  and  maintain,  that  in  the  same  world 
over  which  the  same  perfect  Deity  reigns,  and  does  his  will,  the 
WORST  state  of  things  that  man  can  fear,  or  that  demons  could 
desire,  will  actually  transpire,  and  endure  as  long  as  the  Throne  of 
the  Eternal  shall  stand.  I  say  the  worst  state  of  things.  In  the 
name  of  Heaven,  what  could  possibly  be  worse  than  that  even  one 
soul  should  fall  into  ENDLESS  SIN  and  WOE,  to  writhe  in  agony 
— to  shriek  and  groan  in  dark  despair,  and  blaspheme  the  name  of 
its  Creator  through  the  endless  cycles  of  eternity ! ! !  But  when 
he  contends,  as  he  will,  not  that  one  soul  alone,  but  COUNTLESS 
MILLIONS  of  souls  shall  experience  this  doom,  I  feel  authorized 
to  declare  that  he  will  maintain  the  vforst  state  of  things  of  which 
it  is  possible  to  conceive  ! 

Can  it  be  possible  that  my  opponent,  that  this  audience,  and 
the  Christian  world,  have  ever  attempted  to  realize  the  awful,  re- 
volting nature  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Woe,  or  considered  the 
dark  and  unholy  imputations  it  casts  on  the  character  of  the  Ru« 
ler  of  the  Universe !  Charity  would  urge  us  to  believe  they  have 
not!  Think  steadily,  deeply,  maturely,  of  that  doctrine!  Do 
not  turn  away  from  its  contemplation  with  a  sinrle  glance.  Strive 
to  enter,  if  but  slightly,  into  its  gloomy  and  uithomless  depths ! 
Contemplate  the  nature  of  the  task  to  contend  for  it !  My  oppo- 
nent will  labor  to  prove  that  an  innumerable  multitude  of  souls, 
each  one  of  whom  has^  been  endowed  by  the  Cr^uitor  with  capaci- 
ties, which,  under  proper  instruction  and  development,  with  the 
aid  of  appropriate  means,  and  an  opportunity  oi  sufficient  dura- 
tion, would  enable  the  possessor  to  rival  Gabriel,  in  knowledge, 
holiness,  and  love,  will,  after  a  brief  space  of  time,  be  denied 
even  the  privilege  of  improving,  repenting  and  seeking  after  truth 
and  holiness ;  but  will  he  thrust  down  to  interminable  wretched- 
ness, where  they  will  be  compelled  to  sin  and  agonize  forever! 

Parents !  He  will  labor  to  prove  thousands  of  you  who  have 
lost  children,  that  had  arrived  at  years  of  discretion,  will  never 
Atet  them  more  I    He  will  seek  to  convincs  ygu  that  ^o>u  d«»:V| 
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upon  US  from  the  will  or  power  of  the  law-maker."  Such  is  the 
constitution  of  man  as  a  creature  of  God.  And  as  this  constitu- 
tion was  given  him  to  adapt  him  to  the  law  and  government  of 
God,  hence,  the  consequences  resulting  from  his  conduct,  wheth- 
er for  good  or  evil,  happiness  Or  misery,  are  as  ever  during  as 
the  existence  of  man  under  that  law  or  government,  which  con- 
fers its  rewards  or  inflicts  its  penalties,  according  to  the  volunta- 
ry conduct  of  men.  Now,  this  being  the  constitution  of  man,  and 
such  his  liability,  if  no  sinful  act  had  yet  been  committed,  yet  ao 
one  could  prove  that  such  act  would  not  be  committed,  and  the 
fearful  consequences  be  incurred.  But,  the  fearful  act  of  rebell- 
ion has  been  committed — the  whole  world  is  under  the  maledic- 
tion of  the  divine  law.  And  as  law  of  itself  knows  nothing  of 
mercy,  hence,  left  to  work  out  its  own  results,  it  inflicts  an  end- 
less curse ;  and  the  same  result  must  follow  where  the  condemned 
•inner  rejects  the  benefit  of  a  restoring  remedy. 

This  argument  may  be  summed  up  thus:  Men  are  moral 
agents.  The  le^al  moral  constitution  under  which  they  are  placed, 
secures  life  to  the  obedient,  but  dooms  offenders  to  die.  It  is  the 
office  of  distributive  justice  to  execute  this  penalty,  as  well  as  to 
bestow  the  reward  of  obedience.  In  case  they  are  rewarded,  they 
experience  the  appointed  results  of  their  voluntary  obedience.  In 
case  they  are  punished  with  death,  they  experience  the  appointed 
results  of  their  voluntary  disobedience,  and  are  bound  as  well  by 
their  own  constitution,  as  by  the  natural  force  and  effect  of  morsd 
law  and  the  nature  of  its  penalty,  to  abide  the  consequences  of 
their  own  acts. 

Before  I  yield  the  floor,  I  wish  to  make  another  call  upon  Mr. 
Austin  to  explain  himself  upon  a  point  involved  in  this  question. 
He  denies  endless  punishment  in  a  future  world.  Does  he  admit 
punishment  in  a  future  world  at  all  ?  Will  the  gentleman  please 
give  his  attention  to  the  following  particulars,  and  favor  us  with  a 
specific  answer.  First :  does  he  believe  any  part  of  the  human  fam- 
ily have  been,  are,  or  will  be,  punished  in  the  future  world,  or 
after  death  ?  Secondly :  if  he  does,  does  he  believe  there  is  a  hell 
in  the  future  world  wnere  they  are  punished,  or,  a  place  of  future 
punishment  ?  Thirdly :  if  he  believes  in  future  punishment,  and 
yet  denies  the  existence  of  a  future  hell,  or  place  of  future  pun- 
ishment— then  I  wish  him  to  explain  to  us,  where-,  and  how  sin* 
ners  are  punished  in  a  future  state.  If  my  friend  will  give  his 
early  attention  to  these  questions,  and  let  us  have  his  candid  and 
deliberate  views,  he  will  oblige  his  opponent,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
confer  a  favor  upon  the  audience. — [TitM  expired. 
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[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FIRST  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Morlerntors : — On  the  question  now  before  u«,  Elder 
Holmes  takes  the  Affirmative,  and  leads  in  the  debate.  In  a  well 
regulated  discussion,  its  tone  and  character  depends  materially  on 
the  course  pursue!  by  the  Affirmative.  If  the  individual  wbo  oc- 
cupies that  po:«ition,  alopts  a  manly,  dignified  plan  of  procedure — 
if  he  adhered  closely  to  the  question,  and  frames  his  arguments  so 
that  they  bear  les^ilimateiy  and  directly  upon  it — then  the  Nega- 
tive  will  be  enable  1  to  pursue  a  similar  course,  and  the  way  is 
open  for  an  interesting  and  profitable  investigation.  But  when 
the  Affirmative  unfortunately  chooses  to  lead  into  another  track — 
resorts  to  sophistry,  trickery,  deception — indulges  in  a  strain  of 
fault-finding,  vituperation,  misrepresentation — in  harsh  censures 
hard  names,  and  low  epithets — the  Negative,  although  unwarrant- 
ed in  pursuing  a  similar  course,  even  by  such  an  example,  must 
necessarily  modify  the  nature  of  his  replies  to  meet  so  unpleasant 
an  exigency,  and  the  debate  can  but  lose  much  of  its  attraction  and 
value.  In  marking  out  my  plan  on  the  affirmative  of  the  last  ques- 
tion, I  wa.^  governed  by  the  suggestions  just  offered.  It  was  my 
object  to  leave  all  extraneous  considerations  aside,  and  lead  off  in 
a  train  of  arguments  that  should  touch  at  once,  the  vital  point  in 
dispute  betwei-n  the  parties,  and  allow  the  contest  to  be  urged  on  the 
only  ground  where  a  decisive  victory  could  be  obtained,  on  either 
aide.  I  think  I  may  claim  to  have  adhered  faithfully  to  this  plan, 
throughout  the  entire  length  of  that  investigation — notwithstanding 
I  was  compelled  frequently  to  turn  aside  to  expo5«e  the  tortuous 
course  my  friend  thought  proper  to  pursue  on  the  Negative. 

It  is  a  source  of  much  regret  to  me,  that  Elder  Holmes  lost  sight 
of  the  considerations  I  have  suggested,  in  opening  the  Affirmative 
of  the  present  important  question.  Instead  of  proceeding  in  a  dig- 
nified and  honorable  manner,  at  once  to  the  advocacy  of  the  dark 
and  terrible  doctrine  he  has  volunteered  to  defend,  it  has  been  his 
choice  to  commence  with  a  long  strain  of  fault-finding,  and  a  nu- 
merous catalogue  of  complaints,  interspersed  with  defamatory  as- 
sertions, low  innuendoes,  and  groundless  charges,  which  I  can  but 
view  as  alike  unworthy  a  christian  and  a  courteous  controversial- 
ist. As  at  the  very  commencement  of  his  first  speech  on  the  second 
question,  so  precisely  on  this  question,  instead  of  going  forward^ 
he  immediately  turus  back,  and  begins  to  haggle,  and  scold,  and 
declaim,  in  regard  to  matters  with  which  we  have  done,  and  which 
should  be  lail  upon  the  shelf!  My  poor  friend  is  evidently  great- 
ly dissatisfied  with  the  results  of  our  discussion,  thus  far.  If  it 
was  not  so,  he  W3uld  allow  his  past  labors  to  remain  as  they  are, 
to  work  their  legitimate  influence  on  the  public  mind.  But  this 
constant  anxiety  to  go  back  and  re- vamp  old  arguments,  re- assert 
stale  denunciations,  and  indulge  in  scurrilous  abuse,  in  assertions, 
and  a  general  bravado,  which  had  been  already  repeated  HA^dl 
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God's  st^lmte»— to  the  entire  teetimony  of  bis  doings,  as  a  wiaa, 
ffood  and  powerful  Deity,  and  to  his  whole  character  as  a  faith- 
ful, careful,  and  affectionate  Parent.  A  trifling  array  of  eyidence 
will  not  sustain  my  frieni  in  defence  of  this  most  monstrous  and 
improbable  doctrine.  Fine  spun  arguments,  metaphysical  syllo- 
gisms, artfully  framed  and  subtle  disquisitions,  with  words  used 
to  conceal  ideas,  will  prove  of  little  avail  in  sustaining  the  affir- 
mative of  such  a  question.  Neither  will  evidence  built  on  philol- 
ogy, on  hair-splitting  criticims  respecting  the  meaning  of  o&a 
or  two  Greek  words,  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Woe.  This  audience,  this  community,  and  the  world, 
have  a  right  to  demand  that  the  arguments  adduced  in  support  of 
such  a  sentiment,  shall  be  drawn  directly,  clearly  and  legitimate- 
ly, from  the  source  of  all  truth,  the  character  and  attributes  of  Je- 
hovah. And  they  will  require,  moreover,  that  the  arguments  in. 
defence  of  a  doctrine  of  this  nature,  so  blackening  to  the  good 
name  of  the  Deity,  and  so  destructive  to  the  best  desires  and  hopes 
of  men,  shall  be  abundant  in  number,  and  so  clear,  direct  and 
positive  that  not  a  doubt  can  be  left  on  the  mind  of  a  human  be- 
ing. If  such  evidence  is  not  offered  and  sustained,  the  affirma- 
tive of  this  question  must  be  abandoned  forever ! ! 

In  approaching  the  question  under  discussion.  Elder  Holmes 

S'ves  us  an  explanation  of  what  he  means  by  Endless  Misery* 
e  describes  it  as  the  loss  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven — the  con- 
sciousness of  sin,  etc.  That  he  would  present  this  doctrine  in  as 
mild  a  form  as  possible,  I  had  already  anticipated.  The  whole 
current  of  public  feeling  is  setting  so  strongly  against  the  heart- 
less dogma  of  endless  agony,  tnat  its  advocates  have  of  late 
jrears,  felt  themselves  compelied  to  modify  their  descriptions  of 
Its  nature,  and  to  make  use  of  different  terms  in  referrnig  to  it, 
from  what  was  current  in  their  ranks,  some  years  ago.  They 
are  both  ashamed  and  afraid  to  present  it  to  the  people  now,  as  it 
was  by  the  old  class  of  preachers.  They  well  know  the  public 
would  turn  from  it  with  loathing,  unless  clothed  in  robes  less  re- 
pulsive. Hence  in  modern  times,  its  heideousness  has  been  dilu- 
ted almost  to  nothingness.  It  has  became  as  mild  as  a  dove,  in 
comparison  to  its  former  hyena-like  ferocity ! !  But  in  examin- 
ing this  doctrine,  I  shall  pay  little  attention  to  these  modifications 
S;ot  up  expressly  to  conceal  its  deformity,  and  mask  its  odious 
eatures  in  borrowed  robes.  I  shall  speak  of  it  as  it  has  been 
believed  and  described  by  its  most  eminent  advocates,  for  more 
than  a  thousand  years,  and  as  it  is  still  represented  in  every  part 
of  Christendom,  except  in  those  communities  where  the  prevalence 
of  more  enlightened  and  reasonable  sentiments,  have  driven  its 
defenders  into  the  adoption  of  phraseology  less  exceptionable. 
However  mild  and  inoflwnsive  the  forms  in  which  its  heralds  may 
dccoi  it  their  policy  to  present  it  to  the  people  in  certain  locationsi 
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wben  fliripped  of  its  stolen  dTess,  it  will  be  foaad  ^  same  old 
di8g]a8ting,  horrible  and  blasphemous  dog^a !  It  is  as  full  of 
malignity,  of  poison,  of  venom,  as  ever,  whatever  its  advocates 
may  feel  compelled  to  do  to  hide  its  enormities !  In  pursuing  this 
course,  I  shall  do  it  not  to  excite  prejudice  against  that  sentiment ; 
for  God  knows  that  would  be  needless.  But  to  enable  the  peo- 
ple to  behold  and  realize  the  awfulness  of  the  doctrine— to  see 
It  and  weigh  it  as  they  ought — it  must  be  held  up  to  them  in  its 
naked  deformity,  stripped  of  the  paint  and  varnish  with  which  iXa 
supporters  would  fain  eive  it  an  appearance  of  decency.  This 
denuding  process,  I  shall  execute  faithfully. 

The  Jirst  argument  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  on  the  affirmative 
of  this  (question,  is  drawn  from  the  Moral  Agency  of  Man,    In 
considering  this  argument,  the  first  thing  which  will  arrest  the 
attention  of  the  public,  is  the  same  singular  and  fatal  defect  which 
has  characterized  the  arguments  of  my  opponent  on  both  the  pre-^ 
ceding  questions,  viz.  the  want  of  a  direct  and  necessary  connec* 
tion  between  the  argument  offered,  and  the  question  it  is  introduced 
to  sustain.     In  prosecuting  my  part  of  this  debate,  it  has  been 
my  constant  effort  to  have  all  my  arguments  clear,  tangible,  pos- 
itive, and  aimed  distinctly  and  necessarily^  by  the  shortest  possible 
direction,  at  the  very  vitals  of  the  question  under  investigation. 
But  the  gentleman  upon  the  other  side,  either  from  choice  or  ne- 
cessity^ has  adopted  a  different  plan.    His  arguments  stand  afar 
off;  and  it  is  only  by  a  lonj^  circuitous  route,  tnrough  tedious  dis- 
quisitions, fine  spun  theories,  and  elaborate  sophistries,  that  he 
leads  it  to  a  point  where  it  can  bear  on  the  question  in  debate  ; 
and  even  then,  allowing  all  he  contends  for,  the  connection 
is  so  slight  and  feeble,  that  it  can  hardly  be  seen,  except  by  a 
microscopic  eye.    The  argument  before  us  is  a  case  in  point* 
Supposing  I  ailow,  as  I  most  cheerfully  do,  that  man  is  a  moral 
agent  it  does  not  follow  from  necessity,  nor  by  any  just  implica- 
tion, that  a  part  of  mankind  will  be  miserable  for  ever.     It  is 
only  by  a  far,  round  about  method  of  argumentation,  character- 
ized by  naked  assertions  and  unsupported  assumptions,  that  he 
attempts  to  bring  his  argument  to  bear  on  the  question. 

With  much  that  the  Elder  has  offered  in  regard  to  moral  agency, 
I  agree.  I  believe  man  is  a  moral  agent.  But  I  deny  that  his 
final  destiny  is  a  matter  within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  or  ia  any 
manner  depending  directly  upon  it.  And  the  course  of  reasoning 
by  which  he  attempts  to  prove  this,  is  illogical  and  unsound  in  the 
extreme.  Every  action,  and  every  class  of  actions,  has  consequen- 
ees  connected  with  it,  and  effects  flowing  from  it,  in  exact  porpor- 
tion  to  the  power,  ability,  resources  and  position  of  its  author.  Elf- 
fects  must  correspond  with  the  causes  which  produce  them.  God 
alone  is  infinite.  Hence  his  actions  alone  can  have  infinite,  or  end- 
less consequences  connected  with  them.  Man  is  finite-rhis  etrenffth^ 
wisdon»  resources,  abilities,  are  all  finite.    His  actions,  thom^te^ 
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must  be  trait  Kkewise,  and  their  eifeets  and  resnhSf  mnflit  neces- 
aariiy  also  be  Jinite,  For  tbe  time  being,  and  it  may  be  in  many 
eases,  for  a  long  period,  be  must  experience  the  fmit  of  his  doing, 
whether  of  pleasure  or  pain.  But  the  effetts  or  results  of  his  deeds 
at  one  time,  may  be  modified,  and  entirely  obliterated  by  the  con- 
aequences  of  his  actions  at  another  time,  or  by  the  effects  which 
flow  from  tbe  doings  of  fellow  creatures,  or  of  higher  grades  of 
beings.  These  reflections  are  so  obvious,  that  few  can  be  found 
who  will  seriously  dispute  them.  Hence  to  maintain  that  man  at 
any  one  time,  or  in  any  given  series  of  yearp,  can  perform  an  action, 
or  any  number  of  actions,  that  will  produce  an  infinite  and  endless 
xesnlt,  either  of  evil  or  good,  is  to  take  a  position  which  overthrows 
the  first  principles  of  sound  moral  philosophy,  violates  reason  and 
eontradicts  the  scriptures. 

My  friend  assumes  that  the  ultimate  destiny  of  man  has  been 
made  to  depend,  upon  his  doings  as  an  agent,  in  this  life.  But 
this  asswnptian  I  cannot  allow.  It  is  precisely  the  point  for  him 
to  prove.  I  deny  it,  and  demand  evidence  of  its  truth.  The  Bible 
does  not  assert  it — reason  yields  it  no  sanction — analogy  is  barren 
of  any  proof  in  its  behalf.  Moreover,  if  mankind  can  effect  end- 
leas  consequences  b^  their  evil  deeds,  they  can  produce  endlesa 
consequences  by  their  good  deeds.  If  they  can  justly  deserve  in- 
finite pain,  in  consequence  of  their  sinful  actions,  they  can  justly 
merit  infinite  happiness,  as  a  reward  for  their  righteous  actions. 
And  the  same  person  can  thus  attain  to  infinite  merit  and  infinite 
demgrit//  Sound  philosophy  compels  us  to  these  deductions,  if 
my  opponents  premises  are  correct.  He  contends  men  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  agency,  can  eqnitably  incur  endless  misery.  On  the 
■ame  principle  I  repeat,  thev  can  deserve  by  their  righteousness 
endless  happiness.  The  rule  must  work  both  ways.  Thns  he 
makes  salvation  by  works,  and  not  of  grace.  In  this  he  contra- 
dicts St  Paul,  in  Eph.  ii.  8.  Here  is  where  the  Eider  is  brought 
by  b^s  theory^  into  an  inextricable  bewilderment.  He  can  not,  and 
dare  not,  insist  in  the  face  of  the  Bible,  that  salvation  is  of  works. 
Yet  the  grounds  he  assumes,  legitimately  result  in  that ;  and  in  for- 
getful ness  of  God's  grace  he  frequently  falls  to  repeating  scripture, 
to  prove  that  we  are  saved  by  works ;  and  then  at  another  time, 
loosing  sight  of  this  fallacy,  asserts  that  salvation  is  entirely  the 
gift  otGod's  grace. 

It  is  tme  the  Bible  addresses  man  as  a  moral  agent — it  is  true 
Clod's  government  is  a  government  of  equitable  and  benevolent 
inws — it  is  tnae  nan  is  endowed  with  liberty  to  obey  or  disobey 
those  laws — it  is  true  he  is  rewarded  if  he  obeys,  and  is  punished 
if  he  disobeys,  and  these  consequences  of  his  deeds  are  certain  and 
WUKVoidable.  All  this  I  acknowledge  and  believe.  But  I  deny  thati 
the  reward  of  obedience  is  endless  happiness,  or  the  punishment 
of  disobedience,  is  endless  misery.  My  opponent  declares  that 
God*B  law  iaflicts  an  endkis  enrieas  its  penalty.    This  is  one  of 
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his  amkcd  Mtertknis.  I  sail  for  the  proof.  But  I  shall  call  in  vain. 
He  has  not  shown,  and  he  will  not,  the  slightest  evidence  that  such 
a  penalty  pertains  to  the  law  of  the  Most  High.  This  is  precisely 
the  work  before  him — the  work  he  has  engaged  to  do.  Yet  he 
strives  to  assume  it  at  the  very  outset.  1  warn  him  against  this 
coarse.  I  shall  take  nothing  for  granted,  on  a  subject  so  moment- 
ous as  this. 

£lder  Holmes  acknowledged  repeatedly,  during  the  debate  on  the 
last  question,  that  God  desires  the  salvation  of  all  men — that  he 
intended  to  save  all — and  that  he  formed  his  plans  with  an  express 
design  to  save  all  I !    This  admission  totally  annihilates  the  doc- 
trine he  would  build  on  the  agency  of  man.     When  God  endowed 
his  creatures  with  moral  agency,  he  must  have  clearly  foreseen 
what  use  they  would  make  of  it.     If  it  would  raise  them  to  heaven, 
he  knew  it — if  it  would  sink  any  of  them  to  endless  woe,  he  also 
well  knew  it.     Now  allow  me  to  ask — while  the  Creator  was  ds' 
eiring  and  intending  to  bring  all  mankind  ultimateiv  to  a  state  of 
endless  perfection  and  happiness,  while  laying  his  plans,  and  mak- 
ing ail  his  arrangements  with  a  view  of  accomplishing  this  glorious 
design,  would  he  deliberately  endow  them  with  any  agency  or  pow- 
er,  which  he  destinctly  foresaw  would  thwart  his  desire,  overthrow 
his  intention,  and  destroy  his  plans  ?    In  other  words,  would  Deity 
deliberately  go  to  work  to  disappoint  his  own  desires,  and  coun- 
teract his  own  plans.    This  is  the  exact  point,  between  my  friend 
and  myself.    He  asserts  God  does  thus  virtuaJly  pull  down  with 
one  hand,  what  he  is  endeavoring  to  build  up  with  the  other — that 
mrhile  striving  to  save  all,  he  deliberately  nuts  into  their  hands  in- 
struments to  defeat  himself,  and  destroy  tneir  own  happiness  for- 
ever !  S    I  maintain  that  an  infinitely  wise  God  cannot  he  guilty  of 
so  great  folly.    In  bestowing  moral  agency  on  man,  I  insist  he 
foresaw  that  so  far  from  its  proving  disastrous  to  his  purposes,  and 
ruinous  to  his  creatures,  he  knew  it  would  be  an  instrument  which 
would  aid  in  accomplishing  ail  he  desired  and  designed  for  men, 
and  a  means  of  surely  elevating  them  to  higher  degrees  of  happi-  * 
ness  than  they  could  otherwise  obtain.    I  beg  the  audience — I  urge 
all  considerate  and  thinking  men — to  reflect  maturely  on  these  sug- 
gestions.   They  are  of  vital  moment,  and  perfectly  decisive  of  the 
point  under  consideration.     Would  a  wise  and  gjood  parent,  anxiously 
desirous  of  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of  his  beloved  child,  and 
laying  all  his  plans  to  secure  his  welfare,  voluntarily  and  know- 
ingly put  him  in  possession  of  a  gift,  which  he  clearly  foresaw 
would  prove  his  utter  ruin  ?    Not  a  parent  on  earth  would  pursue 
a  course  so  ridiculous !    Yet  this  is  the  senseless  pioceeding  my 
friend  virtually  charges  on  the  all«wise  Deity ! ! ! 

Contending  as  my  opponent  does,  that  mankind  are  moral  agents 
in  this  world,  having  the  power  to  choose  their  own  way,  and  de- 
termine their  own  actions,  he  must  acknowledge  that  thejr  will  con* 
tiooa  Bozal  ageata  io  the  next  world  and  forever.    Cooaiateaej  dc» 
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mands  this  acknowledgment.    Hence  bein^  moral  agents  in  aaotto 
state  of  existence — Sharing  tlie  libertj  to  follow  their  own  ineiina'^ 
tions,  and  the  volitions  ottbeir  own  minds — who  does  not  see  that 
in  dae  time,  they  will  seek  oat  the  true  paths  of  righteousnsss,  and 
walk  therein,  and  find  peace  and  happiness !    Only  allow  agency, 
opportunity  and  time,  and  it  is  self-CTident  every  human  being 
wiu  at  length  attain  to  this  condition !    And  why  should  not  these 
be  allowed  ?    Who  has  forbidden  it  ?    Who  will  prevent  it  ?    My 
friend  will  not  allow  that  God  will  violate  man's  agency  in  this 
world,  to  force  him  to  heaven.    To  be  consistent,  he  must  allow 
he  will  not  violate  man^s  agency  in  another  world,  to  force  him  to 
an  endless  hell !    If  there  most  be  force  exerted  on  a  free  mond 
agent,  for  either  purpose,  compassion  would  demand  it  should 
be  for  the  belter  rather  than    for  the  tporse — to  raise  the  soul  to 
a  heaven,  where  it  might  be  purified  and  made  happy,  rather  than 
sink  it  to  a  hell  where  it  shaul  be  confirmed  in  ceaseless  sin  and 
woe ! !    If  when  the  soul  arrives  in  another  existence,  a  being 
should  advance  to  thrust  it  down  to  endless  wailing,  could  it  not 
with  propriety  exclaim — *'  Stand  back,  if  you  please !     No  force ! 
no  compulsion  ! !    I  am  a  free  moral  agent— I  was  made  so  in  the 
other  world — and  continue  so  in  this.    I  shall  enter  no  place  of 
torment,    I  prefer  to  tarry  where  I  am ;  and  will  remain  here  despite 
all  you  can  do! !  "    Does  my  friend  say,  God  will  not  allow  such 
a  thing,  but  will  compel  him  to  submit,  and  sink  to  eternal  wretch- 
edness ! !    What  surety  is  there  that  even  Jehovah  can  do  this  ? 
If  man  through  the  exercise  of  his  agency  defeated  God's  desire  and 
intention  to  raise  bin  to  infinite  and  endless  bliss,  wh^  may  he  not 
through  the  same  means  defeat  his  purpose,  to  thrust  him  mtp  cease* 
less  perdition  ! !    There  is  precisely  the  same  probability  that  the 
sinner  could  overthrow  the  Almighty's  intention  in  the  latter  case 
as  the  former ! !    Or  will  it  be  said  the  Creator  wilt  suffer  himself 
to  be  thwarted  in  his  design  to  save  the  souls  of  men,  but  will  not, 
in  his  purpose  to  torment  them  !    Any  inconsistency  of  this  de- 
scription would  be  perfectly  in  keeping  with  the  philosophy  of  the 
evangelical  theory.    Elder  Holmes,  however,  would  probably  take 
the  ground  that  in  another  world,  the  sinner  will  be  stripped  of  all 
agency,  and  be  helpless  in  the  hand  of  Omnipotence — allowed  no 
cnoice,  nor  voice,  in  the  awful  fate  of  endless  agonv  that  awaits 
him! !    This  would  be  the  crowning  absurbity  of  the  lon^  cata- 
logue of  fallacies  which  characterizes  modem  orthodox  divmity-- 
God  endows  man  with  moral  agency  just  long  enough  to  work  his 
ENDLESS  RUIN,  and  then  deprives  him  of  it  forever ! !  l-^Tinu 
txpirid. 
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[mu  BOUfXt'  lECOHD  8PSXCK.] 

Messrs.  Moderators : — My  friend  has  now  commenced  his  coarse 
of  reply  to  my  course  of  argument,  and  with  it  his  coarse  of  in- 
consistency and  misrepresentation.  I  supposed  he  was  arguing 
in  a  way  likely  to  make  an  impression  on  minds  not  accustomed 
to  close  tbong;ht,  on  the  subject  of  moral  agency,  until  he  came 
to  the  following  declaration — *^  that  if  man  is  a  moral  agent  now, 
he  will  be  hereafter** — that  is,  man  will  not  be  a  moral  agent  in 
the  future  state,  therefore  he  is  not  a  moral  agent  now.  Does  my 
friend  take  this  ground  ? 

Mm.  Austin  : — No  Sir. 

Ma.  Holmes  : — This  is  the  declaration,  and  the  argamentatlTe 
force  of  it  is  as  I  have  stated.    A  disclaimer  is  of  no  use,  unlese 
the  ffentleman  gives  up  the  principles  on  which  his  argument  is 
based.    B»*Rides,  the  same  ground  has  been  taken,  sometimes  in 
in  plain  words,  and  sometimes  in  a  round  about  way,  a  score  of 
times  already  in  the  course  of  this  debate.    The  arguments  oi 
Mr.  Austin  on  the  intention*  desire,  will,  sovereinity,  and  fore- 
knowledge of  God,  and  many  other  positions  taken  by  him,  conflict 
directly  with  the  fact  of  man*s  moral  agency.    The  object  of  all 
these  arguments  is,  to  prove  that  all  men  will  certainly  be  saved, 
without  regard  to  conditions  or  contingencies  of  any  kind.    Bat 
this  object  could  only  be  gained  by  annihilating  the  freedom  ol 
the  will  and  the  moral  agency  of  man.    In  his  last  speech,  my 
friend  attempts  to  strengthen  this  position,  and  secure  tnis  object, 
by  the  declaration  alluded  to  above.    Men  are  not  moral  agents 
now,  because,  if  this  be  admitted,  it  will  follow  they  will  be  here- 
after.   Under  these  circumstances,  the  audience  and  public  will 
be  at  no  loss  in  estimating  the  proper  value  of  the  gentleman's 
disclaimer.    It  is  no  new  thing  for  Mr.  Austin  to  argue  strenaous- 
ly  for  a  position,  and  then  deny  the  fair,  logical,  and  unavoidable 
conclusion.    It  is  a  characteristic  and  prominent  feature  of  the 
argumentative  course  of  my  friend,  that  the  arguments  by  which 
he  attempts  to  prove  universal  salvation,  disprove  all  salvation--' 
disprove  that  particular  constitution  and  character  of  man  which 
make  him  a  proper  subject  for  salvation  at  all— disprove^ that  plan 
of  Divine  government  which  alone  admits  of  moral  guilt,  or  the 
propriety  or  possibility  of  moral  salvation.    My  friend  knowa 
this,  as  well  as  I  do ;  hence  the  disclaimers  he  finda  it  necessary 
to  enter  here  and  there,  which,  however,  have  no  other  efiect» 
than  to  exhibit  the  inconsistency  of  his  positions,  and  the  nugatory 
character  of  his  proofs. 

Mr.  Austin  says  1  am  dissatisfied  with  the  discasaion  thus  far. 
The  same  remark  has  been  made  by  him  once  at  least  before. 
At  Uie  commencement  of  this  discusaioD,  I  took  it  upon  me  to 
pwph^y  that  the  gentlepian  would  cavil  «od  qoibUe*  twitt.aal 
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turn*  use  lophiftry,  and  perrert  seriptnic  mad  retaon ;  and  bceauM 

I  now  and  then  call  the  attention  of  the  audience  to  the  striking 
manner  in  which  he  has  falhlled  my  prediction,  be  retaliates  by 
aJledeing  that  I  am  dissatisfied  with  the  results  of  the  discussion. 
To  this  gratuitous  allegation,  I  ha?e  no  formal  reply  to  make, 
other  than  to  assure  the  gentleman  that  if  he  will  allow  his  part 
of  this  controversy  to  go  to  the  public,  just  as  it  has  appeared  here, 
without  changing  his  position  on  those  important  questions  which 
have  incidentry  arisen — without  denying  in  the  printed  copy,  what 
he  has  here  admitted,  or  admitting  what  he  has  here  denied,  and 
thus  changing  the  features  of  his  arguments — I  shall  be  the  last 
one  to  express  dissatisfaction,  or  complain  of  the  results  of  this 
discussion.  He  accuses  me,  too,  of  entertaining  a  feeling  of 
distrust  in  regard  to  the  integrity  of  the  human  heart.  1  ad- 
mit the  charge,  and  give  the  gentleman  credit  for  having  repre- 
sented me  correctly  in  a  single  instance.  I  used  the  very  lan- 
(piage  of  scripture  in  what  1  said  of  the  state  of  the[heart,  and 

II  my  friend  objects  to  this,  his  quarrel  is  not  with  me,  but 
with  the  word  of  God.  The  more  Mr.  Austin  objects  to  me  or  my 
theological  system  on  this  ground,  the  better  I  shall  like  it.  I  do 
distrust  the  human  heart.  The  experience  and  observation  of 
every  succeeding  day  confirm  the  truth  of  holy  scripture,  that 
**  the  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately  wicked.** 
I  charge  it  upon  Univeraalism  and  the  advocates  of  that  theory, 
that  they  take  sides  with  the  **  desperately  wicked*'  heart  of  man, 
in  his  rebellion  and  corruption,  in  opposition  to  the  truth,  the  in- 
tegrity and  purity  of  Grod's  law  and  government.  The  gentleman 
claims  his  doctrine  true,  because  it  has  the  suffirage  of  the  human 
heart,  which  our  Lord  declares  to  be  the  source  of  all  corruption, 
both  of  principle  and  practice— and  thus  he  glories  in  what  is  reatU 
It  the  shame  and  condemnation  of  Uuiversalism.  As  is  the  mor- 
al state  of  the  unsubdued  and  unrenewed  heart,  such  is  the  moral 
character  of  Universalism. 

Mr.  Austin  has  been  pleased  to  allude  to  the  character  of  my 
preaching,  with  the  view,  as  I  suppose,  of  convicting  me  of  incon- 
sistency, in  preaching  that  a  part  of  mankind  will  be  lost,  while  I 
desire  and  believe  all  may  be  saved.    On  this  point  I  will  only 
say,  my  preaching  coincides  perfectly  with  my  belief  and  desire. 
While  I  maintain  there  is  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  some 
fffiU  be  /<M(t,  I  also  maintain  and  believe  none  need  be  lost — there  is 
no  necessity  imposed  on  any  human  being,  to  forfeit  heaven  and 
happiness;  but,  on  the  contrary,  advantages  are  furnished  them, 
with  the  direct  view  to  secure  their  salvation ;  aiid  the  whole  re- 
sponsibility of  the  failure,  where  a  failure  occurs,  rests  on  man. 
And  while  I  desire  the  salvation  of  all  men,  and  believe  all  may 
be  saved,  my  faith  and  desire  are  neither  blind  nor  unintelligent, 
but  are  regulated  by,  and  founded  upon  those  great  fundamental 
priaciplu  whkh  govern  ths  moral  aniverse,  and  defamiiiMi  ^ 
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moral  ehaneter  and  resffonsibility  of  man.  I  have  nerer  tfaoo^lit 
of  desiring,  nor  does  anj  intelligent  Cbnstian  desire,  the  salvation 
of  sinners,  on  anf  other  principles  or  conditions  than  those  em- 
braced in  the  Gc»pel.  And  all  petitions  and  prayers,  (including 
the  prayers  of  Christ,  which  are  always  heard.)  proceed  upon  the 
same  principles.  To  suppose  either  Christ  or  his  intelligent  dis- 
ciples desire  or  pray  for  the  salvation  of  sinners,  under  the  influ- 
ence of  blind  sympathy,  without  regard  to  man*s  responsibility,  or 
the  fixed  principles  of  6od*s  government,  is  to  suppose  them  anx- 
ious to  overturn  what  it  is  their  duty  to  confirm  and  establish. 
The  claims  of  the  Divine  law,  and  the  lability  of  the  Divine 
throne,  are  paramount  considerations  in  the  teachings  and  prayers 
of  Jesus  Christ,  and  all  his  intelligent  disciples. 

As  was  anticipated,  Mr.  Austin  has  appealed  to  parents  and 
children,  who  are  told  that  I  have  attempted  to  prove  that  the 
children  of  the  one,  and  the  parents  of  the  other,  will  be  endlessly 
roii^erable.  This  is  certainly  an  instance  of  singular  modesty.  To 
give  any  force  or  effect  to  this  appeal,  it  must  first  appear  that  your 
children  and  parents  have  lived  in  rejection  of  the  Gospel,  and 
died  without  hope.  With  characteristic  consistency  and  modesty, 
the  gentleman  assumes  this  to  be  the  fact  —or  that  it  will  be,  m 
order  to  force  an  unjust  conclusion  upon  me.  But  the  effect  of 
this  eSori  will  recoil  upon  himself.  His  design  is  too  apparent. 
He  wishes  to  mystify  and  impair  your  judgments,  by  exciting  a 
feeling  of  opposition  to  what  he  falsely  alledges  to  be  my  object 
in  this  discussion.  I  deny  this  issue,  and  repel  the  imputation  as 
illiberal  and  unjust.  I  have  not  undertaken  any  such  work  as 
the  gentleman  assigns  me.  I  am  not  here  in  the  character  of  a 
judge,  but  of  an  advocate — not  an  advocate  for  the  final  salvation 
of  tho.He  who  despise  the  riches  of  God's  grace,  and  spurn  his  au- 
thority, but  for  the  truth  and  holiness  of  the  Divine  law,  and  the 
fearful  and  immutable  character  of  its  sanctions.  The^fnai  appii" 
cation  of  this  law,  [  leave  to  the  determination  of  Him  who  haa 
Slid,  by  the  mouth  of  his  holy  AposUe,**  We  must  all  appear  before 
the  judgment  seat  of  Christ,  that  every  one  may  receive  tha 
things  done  in  his  body,  according  to  that  he  hath  done,  whether 
it  be  good  or  bud.»* — (2  Cor.  v.  10.) 

Mr.  Austin  has  said  a  great  many  things  during  this  debate,  in  re- 
gard to  the  course  that  would  be  adopted  by  a  good  father — from 
which  he  argues  and  concludes  relative  to  the  Divine  conduct,  as 
Father  of  the  human  family.  On  this  point,  we  have  already  join- 
ed issue  with  him ;  but  we  wish  still  further  to  ask  now,  if  tha 
whole  force  of  this  argument  does  not  stand  against  the  gentle- 
man's doctrine  ?  is  there  a  father  in  this  assembly,  who,  in  case 
he  had  a  rebellious  son,  who  refused  wholesome  restraints,  and 
would  not  be  reformed,  would  hesitate,  oi  a  final  resort,  to  sepa- 
rate him  from  the  rest  of  the  family,  lest  he  shoold  corrapt  their 
manlM  and  destroy  tha  happineis  of  the  whole  eiiek  ?    Aad  thia 
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{NfMMlf  mtmi  I  munlMa  Ood  wiU  do  w'uli  tkt  wilUslMid  tMor- 

;tble  amoDg  hit  subjects.  Those  who  will  not  be  reforaied  by 
oral  injluence,  and  ihe  operations  of  marml  g9V€mment^  will  be 
^parated  from  the  blessiugs  of  that  R^oFernmeat,  and  given  up  to 
le  consequences  of  their  own  rebellion. 

The  gentleman  also  told  you  that  I  will  attempt  to  prore  that 
od»  for  his  own  pleasure,  did  fore-ordain  sin  and  a  state  of  misery, 
hen  he  brought  his  government  into  existence.  This  is  wholly 
ratnitous.  I  have  attempted  no  such  thing,  nor  shall  I,  unless  I 
Bcome  a  Universalist.  In  that  case,  I  shall  probably  take  a  course 
milar  to  that  pursued  by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  discussion,  though 
think  I  shall  endeavor  to  be  more  fair  and  honorable  in  my  plan 

I  arrument.  But,  in  relation  to  the  doctrinal  point  here  referred 
U  whonld  I  become  a  Universalist,  I  should  labor  to  establish  it ; 
nd  my  auceess  herein  would  be  essential  to  the  salvation  of  my  I 
fstem.  This  is  the  rery  doctrine  which,  more  than  any  other,  « 
Ir.  Austin  has  sought  to  establish  for  the  last  three  daya  He  I 
as  made  a  great  ^ort  to  prove  the  will  of  Grod  respecting  his  > 
reatures  is  absolute  and  uncotuiUUmal — that  his  will  is  always 
Dne — that  he  doeth  all  his  pleasure — that  is,  that  he  is  pleased 
'ith  all  events  jiist  as  they  occur — that  fore-knowledge  and  pre- 
Bstination  are  ideruical— -hence,  as  Grod  knawi  all  things,  he  <focf 

II  things,  and  is  fUawd  with  all  things.  Moreover,  as  sin  exists, 
\<6  genUeman  tells  us  6oi  has  been  pleased  to  introduce  this  state 
r  things,  as  the  best  means  of  disciplining  his  children,  and  making 
lem  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter.  All  this,  and  much  that  is 
ill  more  revolting  and  blasphemous,  has  the  gentleman  contended 
)r  here,  to  establish  his  do^pna  of  unconditional,  universal  salva- 
on.     Usten  to  the  following  language  in  one  of  his  speeches: 

How  could  they  (men)  realize  and  enjoy  the  felicities  of  higher 
tates  of  being,  if  they  had  not  once  been  called  to  sufSer  iickness^ 
sin,  nUtfortune,  and  the  last  great  evil,  dmUh  2  •  •  *  And  it 
i  for  these  alt-gracious  and  all-sufficient  reasons,  I  repeat,  that  the 
rise  and  good  Heavenly  Parent  has  created  his  moral  ofi&pring 
tbieet  to  imfMrfeUiony  Without  directing  your  attention  particu- 
^y  to  the  inexcusable  blunder  of  the  gentleman,  in  supposing  a 
lan  must  be  sick  in  order  to  be  healthy,  must  die  in  order  to  en- 
»y  life,  the  point  worthy  of  remark  in  this  quotation  is,  that 
pod  **  created  his  moral  offspring  $iikj$ct  to  imperfectionj**  in  order 
»  make  tham  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter — that  they  misht 
lore  fully  «*  realize  and  enjoy  the  felicities  of  higher  states  of  be- 
ig^"  The  ^ain  meaning  of  this  is,  that  **  moral  imperfection** 
ras  a  necessary  means  of  promoting  moral  ftrf^Uixm,  It  requires 
0  great  experience  in  the  art  of  reasoning,  to  tcace  out  the  logical 
onelusion  from  such  premises.  As  men  can  only  be  made  pro* 
Mif  lo  '*  realise  and  enjoy**  holiness  and  happiness,  by  first  be* 
•%iiaM  aodconupt,  hence  God  wis  bonndt  by  the  benevo- 
^iUi  «atvt,.to  intKoditceM,  aad  imo  took  meaat «»  W9aU 
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mewm  mafiir  iubfeetmm  to  iin;  and,  nwieovcr,  m  sm  beeomet  es- 

0Mitial  to  the  attainment  of  a  high  and  glortoos  end,  God  is  bound 
to  lov€  sm,  as  he  lores  the  final  aim  and  design  of  his  government 
Is  it  true,  then,  that  God  ^  cannot  look  upon  sin  wiUi  the  least 
d^;ree  of  allowance  f"  We  can  understand  from  this,  what  Mr . 
Austin  means  by  God's  will  and  pleasure.  He  means  that  God 
positirely  and  absolutely  wilb  and  takes  pleasure  in  all  events, 
sin  not  excepted,  as  the  agencies  adopted  by  himself,  to  accom- 
plish his  high  design,  the  final  holiness  and  liappiness  of  all  men. 
Such  is  Universalism,  and  such  the  doctrine  ot  my  friend,  as  set 
forth  by  him  in  his  discussion  of  the  second  question.  God  is 
contiadieted,  dishonored,  blasphemed — man  becomes  passiye  and 
irresponsible — and  sin  denrabie  and  lowly.  Judge  now  of  the 
gentleman's  consistenc]jr,  not  to  say  effrontery,  in  wheeling  direct- 
ly about,  and  commencing  the  debate  on  the  third  question,  by  ob- 
jecting and  setting  forth,  that  1  am  about  to  prove,  or  attempt  to 
prove,  that  God  ordained  and  takes  pleasure  in  sin  and  misery ! ! ! 

The  view  \  intend  to  advocate  of  sin,  and  of  God*s  government, 
in  the  discussion  of  this  proposition,  is  precisely  what  I  have  all 
along  maintained.  It  may  be  expressed  as  follows  :  God's  gov- 
ernment is  moral — man  is  a  moral  agent,  his  will  is  free — moral 
government  and  moral  agency  necessarily  admit  the  possibility  of 
sin — man  is  a  sinner,  not  by  the  influence  or  agency  of  God,  di- 
rect or  indirect — the  gospel  is  intended  to  save  men  from  sin  and 
its  consequences — its  benefits  are  proffered  to  all — the^  are  condi- 
tional, and  none  will  be  finally  lost,  except  such  as  willfully  neg- 
lect or  reject  the  means  of  salvation.  Finally,  aa  man  is  a  :qnner 
by  his  own  fault,  so,  those  who  are  finally  lost,  are  alone  respoa- 
sible  for  the  dreadful  issue  of  their  probationary  being.  Their  re- 
flection must  ever  be,  **  1  knew  my  duty,  but  1  did  it  not." 

In  reply  to  my  first  argument,  the  gentleman  admits  the  doe- 
trine  01  moral  agency,  to  a  certain  extent »     What  does  he  mean 
by  being  free  to  a  certain  extent  ? — does  he  mean  a  part  of  the  will 
is  free,  and  a  part  not  free  ?    If  so,  will  he  tell  us  what  part 
free,  and  what  part  bound  f    Or  does  he  mean  to  say  men  are  irea 
a  part  of  the  time,  and  a  part  of  the  time  controlled  irresistibly  ? 
If  this  be  the  view,  it  seems  important  that  we  should  know  what 
portion  of  our  time  we  act  freely,  and  what  portion  of  our  tiaie  we 
are  so  controlled  as  to  be  free  from  moral  responsibility,  as  also 
how  we  are  to  determine  when  we  are  bound,  and  when  we  are 
free.    When  the  gentleman  shall  have  explained  himself  on  these 
points,  we  will  endeavor  to  give  the  subject  a  more  full  considera- 
tion.   In  the  meantime,  let  the  gentleman  remember  that  be  can- 
not separate  a  moral  action  from  the  agent  acting — that  in  morals, 
the  action  and  actor  are  inseparable — and  that  whatever  merit  or 
demerit  belongs  to  one,  belongs  also  to  the  other.    If,  therefore* 
he  denies  moral  agency,  as  to  final  results,  he  at  theaama  timt  de- 
Aiei  moral  yirtu^,  motal-pnise^worthiaeBa  or  aj^^rdMaoi  and 
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mond  happineas;  and  hMee,  he  impona  «|ioilllw ^Dtitf  a/iM^ 

itate  of  thiags^  in  which  mofad  desert,  moral  approbation  and  hap- 
piness, have  no  existence.  *^  God.  the  Author  of  all  our  enjoy- 
ments, has  willed  us  to  be  moral  beings,  for  (without  this)  he 
could  not  vfill  u%  to  be  kappy,  in  the  noblest  sense  of  that  term. — 
(Brown*8  Philosophy,  vol.  2.  p.  233.)  In  the  dissertations  which 
Mr.  Austin  read  to  us  in  his  last  half  hour,  we  have  the  same 
groundle$s  aimmptioM  repeated,  which  have  fijCured  so  lorn^ly  in 
all  he  has  said.    He  sajrs  1  am  endeavoring  to  overthrow  God's 

Eurpose  and  will.  And  how  does  he  make  out  this  charge  ?  Whv, 
e  nrst  atsume*  that  God's  purpose  and  will  are  ju.'^t  what  he  would  • 
have  them — he  alledges  it  to  be  the  purpose  of  God  that  all  men 
should  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  whether  they  obey  or  disobey 
the  liws  and  conditions  of  their  being — that  it  is  God's  will  all 
should  be  saved,  whether  they  obey  or  disobey,  believe  or  reject 
the  Gospel.  Need  I  spend  time  in  showing  the  futility  of 
this  process  of  reasoning.'  He  begs  the  question,  and  then  as* 
sames  it  to  be  proved,  a  course  wholly  unworthy  a  discussion  of 
this  kind.  And  yet  1  suppose  he  will  continue  this  method  in 
every  speech  he  makes,  since,  if  he  is  not  allowed  this  latitude,  he 
will  have  nothing  to  say.  I  refer  to  this  subject  here,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reminding  the  audience  and  public,  that  these  flourishes 
and  declamatory  harangues  are  without  a  logical  basis,  and  posiiess 
not  one  elament  of  sound  argument.  Lfet  the  gentleman  prove 
that  God  wills,  desires,  purposes  the  ultimaie  happiness  and  hoh* 
ness  of  every  man,  in  a  sovereign,  absolute  way,  irrespective  of 
moral  government,  moral  agency,  /ind  moral  character,  and  then, 
and  not  till  then,  will  he  have  a  foundation  for  his  argument 
Until  then,  he  is  filling  up  his  time  with  mere  trash.  1  now  pre- 
sent my  second  argument  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question, 
based  on  the  nature  and  immutability  of 

THE  MOR\L  ATTRIBUTES  OP  OOD. 

The  attributes  here  referred  to,  are  holiness,  goodnesaj  and  unS" 
dom.  By  the  holiness  of  God,  we  mean  the  infinite  purity  und  rec' 
tOude  of  the  divine  character.  It  signifies  that  the  divine  nature  is 
at  an  infinite  distance  from  sin.  By  the  goodness  of  God,  we  un- 
deretand  the  natural  and  eternal  benevolence  of  his  character: 
the  possession  of  a  disposition  to  confer  happiness  upon  his  crea- 
tures. By  the  wisdom  of  God,  we  mean  the  infinite  intelligence 
of  God,  under  the  guidance  of  which,  he  makes  all  his  dispUys  of 
holiness,  goodness  and  power. 

In  establishing  a  government,  God  would  conform  it  to  the  na« 
tore  and  demands  of  his  own  attributes. 

His  wisdom  would  be  seen  in  the  nature  and  design  of  his  gov- 

.arnmeat,  and  in  the  adaption  of  its  parts  to  each  other,  and  to  tha 

and  proposed. 

Umss  would  prevent  hit  bringiBg  into  existanco  ii 
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Smt  hkxngBt  witfioiit  the  power  to  acquire  and  enjoy  happiness. 
Q  the  contrary,  it  would  require  him  to  give  them  such  a  consti- 
tution as  would  secure  their  happiness,  unless  its  laws  and  condi- 
tions were  violated,  and  power  suso  to  preserve  them  unimpaired. 

The  holiness  of  God  would  not  onlv  prevent  his  using  any  ac- 
tive agency,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  Sring  sin  into  existence,  but 
it  would  lead  hiiii  to  use  such  means  as  were  not  subversive  of  his 
government,  to  prevent  it  As  the  holiness  of  God  is  infinite,  so 
bis  opposition  to  sin  is  infinite  :  hence,  he  would  be  hound  by  the 
law  of  his  own  nature,  to  employ  the  strongest  motives  possible, 
to  prevent  the  introduction  of  sin  into  his  moral  universe,  while,  at 
the  same  time,  these  motives  should  be  of  such  a  character  as  not 
to  subvert  the  moral  or  responsible  character  of  man  as  a  subject 
of  God's  moral  government. 

The  sources  whence  these  motives  would  he  drawn,  are  his  good- 
ness and  justice.  His  goodness  would  furnish  the  strongest  mo- 
tive to  obedience,  that  could  possibly  be  drawn  from  that  source, 
and  so  also  his  justice.  White,  therefore,  the  goodness  of  God 
would  make  an  infinite  display  of  benevolence,  to  inspire  confi- 
dence, excite  affection,  and  secure  allegiance,  the  justice  of  God 
would  make  an  infinite  display  of  God's  opposition  to  sin,  by  the 
penal  enactments  of  the  divine  law.  Reasoning  a  priori  from  the 
attributes  of  God  to  the  nature  of  his  government,  and  the  means 
employed  to  preserve  it  free  from  sin,  we  cannot  conceive  of  any- 
thing less  than  this,  as  answering  the  end  proposed,  or  harmonizing 
with  ihe  Kvine  attributes. 

But  if  God  displays  his  infinite  opposition  to  sin,  with  the  view 
of  preventing  it,  or  punishing  it  when  it  occurs,  (as  he  is  required 
to  do  by  his  infinite  holiness,)  this  can  only  be  done  by  enacting 
the  severest  penalty  the  nature  of  the  case  admits — a  penalty  which 
would  involve  eternal  loss — the  forfeiture  of  those  positive  bles- 
sings made  sure  to  the  holy  and  obedient.  We  can  see  no  way  to 
avoid  this  conclusion.  Any  thina  less  than  this,  would  come  short 
of  meeting  the  nature  and  demands  of  the  case,  as  much  as  the  dif- 
ference between  finite  and  infinite.  It  would  be  to  contravene  the 
nature  of  God,  and  resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  holiness. 
Thus  we  see  the  moral  attributes  concur  in  opposing  and  visiting 
sin  by  capital  punishment :  that  is,  by  the  strongest  possible  motive 
that  penalty  can  present  to  the  human  mind.  y^ 

And  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  by  considering  the  attribut^ 
of  God  as  immutable.  What  the  attributes  of  God  wn'e,  in  the  un- 
fathomed  depths  of  past  eternity,  or  when  God*s  moral  universe 
was  first  brought  into  being,  in  obedience  to  the  fiat  of  omnipotence, 
and  his  laws  were  published  to  his  moral  subjects,  they  are  ttow, 
and  sver  will  be.  If,  when  his  government  was  established,  and 
his  laws  extended  over  his  moral  realms,  his  attributes  required 
him  to  present  the  strongest  ipotives  against  sin,  and  enact  the  se- 
verest possible  penalty  as  its  punishment,  the  aaiEa^  tsiot^  w^^wb- 
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mtf  still  exists,  and  will  exist  erer,  commeBsorate  widi  tlie  eon- 
tinuance  of  an  equitable  divine  administration.  Moreorer,  what 
has  been,  and  is  now  required  by  the  attributes  of  God — what  has 
been  and  is  now  consistent  with  the  attributes  of  God,  will  always 
be  required,  anJ  always  be  consistent  in  regard  to  the  subfects  of 
his  moral  government. 

It  has  always  been  required  that  the  sinner  be  punished  with 
death,  on  account  of  his  sins.  It  has  been  consistent  with  the  at- 
tributes of  God,  that  this  penalty  should  reign  over  the  ungodly  for 
six  thousaud  years.  No  sinner  has  escaped  it,  except  by  believing 
in  Christ.  Hence,  as  the  attributes  and  government  of  God  are,  in 
their  principles  and  essence,  changeless,  we  argue  that  the  penal- 
ty— the  severest  penalty  the  case  will  admit  of— enacted  to  deter 
from  sin,  and  punish  transgression,  will  always  hold  its  power 
over  the  guilty  and  incorrigible  sinner. 

We  have,  therefore,  all  the  moral  force  which  the  nature  and  im* 
mutability  of  God*s  attributes  can  furnish  in  support  of  moral  gor- 
ernment,  to  prove  the  doctrine  of  the  irretrievable  perdition  of  the 
ungoJty.  The  foundation  of  this  argument  is  in  the  dirine  char- 
acter,  and  its  soundness  and  force  are  equal  to  the  moral  perfection 
and  immutability  of  Grod. 

We  next  present  our  third  argument, 

DRAWN  FROM  THE  AJiALOQT  OP  NATURE. 

Goi*s  Government  is  the  same  in  its  principles  and  bearings,  as 
it  extends  over  all  its  subjects,  and  all  worlds.  In  this  world  we 
see  but  a  part  of  it — but  the  incipient  stages  of  its  operations.  Yet 
what  we  see  here,  is  an  index  of  what-is  upseen.  The  revelation 
of  principles,  and  development  of  facts,  in  the  government  of  God 
in  this  world,  are  data  from  which  we  mav  safely  infer  what  will 
be  the  principles,  facts,  and  practical  results,  of  his  administration 
under  its  more  advanced  stages. 

Moral  laws  or  causes  produce  their  results  as  certainly  as  those 
that  are  physical,  unless  counteracted  by  supernatural  power. 
Hence,  when  we  see  the  operation  of  a  law  in  the  moral  govern- 
ment of  God,  producing  its  certain  results  in  this  life,  we  must  in<- 
fer,  (as  God's  government  is  changeless,)  that  the  same  law  will 
operate  always,  and  always  produce  the  same  results.  This,  I  say, 
we  must  infer,  unless  God  does  specifically  inform  us,  that  he  in- 
tends, at  a  particular  stage  of  his  proceedings,  to  counteract  the  ten- 
dency of  such  law,  and  produce  a  change. 

Now,  if  this  view  of  the  divine  government  be  correct,  (and  I  see 
no  defect  in  ii,)  we  are  bound  by  the  established  constitution  of 
things — by  the  operation  and  known  results  of  the  laws  under 
which  we  are  placed  in  this  world,  to  conclude  in  favor  of  the  fu- 
ture and  endless  unhappiness  of  the  wicked. 

The  moral  constitution  of  things  under  which  we  are  placed,  anil 
b/  which  we  are  governed,  wluch  confers  its  rewards,  and  dcala 


out  its  pnaiskments  to  man  in  tkit  life,  in  established  hj  God  hira- 
self,  and  in  its  tiearings  and  final  issues,  has  the  sanction  of  his  au- 
thority. 

But  it  is  a  fact,  that  under  this  moral  constitution,  the  happiness 
of  man  is  contingent.  It  is  a  matter  of  every  day  experience  and 
observation.  Every  man  knows  that  his  temporal,  as  well  as  his 
moral  happiness,  depends  upon  the  course  he  takes ;  that  his  hap- 
piness to-morrow,  depends  in  a  great  measure  upon  his  conduct  to- 
day— and  his  happiness  next  year,  depends  upon  his  conduct  this 
year.  Thifi  principle  governs  the  whole  of  man's  eartblv  existence. 
To  squander  the  morning  of  life  in  idleness  and  vice,  which  should 
be  employed  in  cultivating  the  mind  and  hevt>  and  acauiring  a 
useful  education,  is  to  lay  the  sure  foundation  for  misery  and  wretch- 
edness in  manhood  and  old  age.  Eklucation,  respectability,  wealth, 
and  happiness,  are  so  suspended  upon  our  own  conduct,  that  with- 
out design,  efifort,  and  perseverance,  we  forfeit  the  whole. 

Here,  then,  the  doctrine  of  human  probation,  as  a  preparation  for 
happiness,  governs  the  destinies  of  man  in  thU  life.  Our  youthful 
years  are  our  probation  for  happiness  and  prosperity  in  the  advanced 
periods  of  human  life,  and  if  this  be  squandered,  or  misimproved,  the 
happiness  which  would  otherwise  follow  is  forfeited.  Nor  would 
the  case  be  altered,  were  human  life  continued  now^  as  long  as  it 
was  in  the  days  of  Methuselah  or  even  were  this  world  to  be  our 
eternal  state,  still,  happiness  would  depend  on  these  contingencies, 
and  human  destiny  be  governed  by  the  doctrine  of  probation.  To 
8upf>ose  otherwise,  would  be  to  suppose,  at  some  future  time,  a  sub- 
version of  the  moral  government  of  God  as  it  now  exists,  and  an 
abrupt  change  in  the  divine  administration. 

And  can  we  suppose,  with  any  consistency  whatever,  that  the 
laws  and  principles  which  govern  man*s  happiness  and  destiny,  be- 
come changed,  simply  because  man  has  changed  his  place  of  resi- 
dence? Whether  we  live  in  the  State  of  New  York,  or  Michigan, 
ve  are  under  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  amenable 
to  its  laws.  And  have  we  escaped  the  government  of  God,  and 
the  operation  of  his  laws,  simply  because  we  have  passed  out  of 
this  world,  into  some  other  part  of  his  dominions  ?  No  one  will 
pretend  this,  and  if  not,  then  it  follows  that  the  same  fundamental, 
changeless  principles  of  moral  law,  which  preside  over  the  happi- 
ness and  destinies  of  men  in  this  world,  will  also  preside  there,  and 
deal  out  there,  as  they  have  here,  their  results,  with  an  exact  and 
impartial  hand.  As  man*s  present  happiness  is  contingent,  so  also 
is  his  future  happiness.  As  his  happiness  in  this  life  depends  on 
the  improvement  of  a  probation,  so  the  whole  of  this  life  is  a^)^ 
bation  for  eternity.  ^ 

Moreover,  it  often  hippens  under  the  government  of  God  in  this 
life,  that  men  are  punished  without  remedy.  The  consequences  of 
their  sins  follow  them  to  the  last  moment  of  their  lives,  resulting  in 
the  forfeiture  of  life  itself,  or  cutting  them  of  from  the  moat  ^^^- 
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nble  btewini^  wbik  Kfe  eoiitiii«M.  Sonethna  tlas  is  dene  hr 
the  actual  inmction  of  penalty  for  crime,  by  which  life  is  forfeited, 
or  liberty  daring  life.  But  sometimes  it  is  effected  in  the  way  of 
natural  consequence.  Men  stain  their  characters  by  crime,  or  de- 
stroy their  health  by  sinful  indulgence,  or  waste  their  property  and 
reduce  themfelres  to  porerty  and  want  by  prodigality.  These  con  • 
sequences  of  their  evil  deeds  continue  during  life:  against  them 
is  no  remedy.  Here,  then,  so  far  as  this  life  is  concerned,  God's 
laws  and  gorernment  create  and  authorize  endless  punishment. 

Thus  We  see  the  roice  of  nature,  and  the  analogy  of  Grod*8  goT- 
emraent  in  this  world,  confirm  the  doctrine  for  which  we  contend, 
showing  that  future  punishment,  and  even  the  eternity  of  that  pun- 
ishment, is  but  the  legitimate  result  of  the  sinner^s  Tolnntary  con- 
duct, under  the  operation  of  laws  now  incorporated  into  the  goT- 
ernment  of  God,  and  yielding  their  certain  fruits  in  this  presentlife. 

For  if  it  now  accords  with  the  attributes  and  gorernment  of  God, 
that  man  should  be  punished  without  remedy,  it  is  fair  to  presume, 
even  had  we  no  revelation  to  confirm  it,  that  if*  we  reject  the  gos- 
pel, spend  our  lives  in  sin,  and  die  unrepentant  and  unforgiven — 
God  may  and  will,  without  any  departure  from  the  principles  of  his 
changeless  government,  cut  us  off  from  the  hope  of  salvation,  juid 
deliver  us  over  to  eternal  punishment. -«(r/me  ixpind. 


[Ma.  AtrsTia's  second  ebplt.] 

Gentlemen  M)derators: — Tn  commencing  this  reply,  T  will  pro- 
ceed at  once  to  the  consideration  of  the  arguments  Rider  Holmes 
has  introduced  in  his  last  speech,  and  then  attend  to  several  inci- 
dental matters  which  require  notice.  His  second  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  doctrine  of  endless  misery,  he  attempts  to  build  on  the 
nature  and  immutability  of  God's  moral  attributes.  If  he  could 
prove  by  a  legitimate  course  of  reasoning,  that  the  Deity  possesses 
any  Attribute  which  would  lead  him  to  create  countless  numbers 
of  beings,  expressly  to  inflict  endless  torture  upon  them,  or  volun- 
tarily to  expose  them  to  a  doom  so  infinitely  awful^rthat  it  would 
be  necessary  to  inflict  such  an  evil,  as  a  punishment,  to  satisfy  the 
well  grounded  claims  of  an  Attribute  of  the  Creator — then  he  would, 
indeed,  lay  down  a  foundation  stone,  on  which  he  could  begin  to 
sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  In  ref^ard  to  the  first  of 
these  suggestions,  my  opponent  will  not  even  pretend  God  has  any 
attribute  which  would  urge  him  to  create  men  expressly  to  torment 
them  forever,  or  to  expose  them  to  such  a  fate.  Hence  it  must  be 
upon  the  other  supposition,  that  he  can  attempt  to  advance  any 
thing  that  looks  like  an  argument,  in  support  of  his  theory,  froA 
the  Attributes  of  God.  The  only  attribute  which  it  is  pretended 
can  put  forth  a  claim  of  the  nature  referred  to,  is  Justice.  Does 
the  Justice  of  the  Creator  claim  the  wretchedness  of  a  human  be^ 
Ing  MM  it§  rightful  due }    U  \i\&  ax^i^QiaetLt  aimed  at  any  thmg,  it 
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was  designed  to  prove  the  affinnsthre  of  this  positioii.  How  lum 
he  iittcceeded  in  this  attempt  ?  Let  his  far-fetcbed  argument  be  re- 
viewed, and  it  will  be  seen  he  has  not  made  the  slightest  actaal  ap- 
proau;h  towards  establishing  such  a  claim  lor  Justice.  In  my  argu* 
roent  from  the  Justice  of  God,  on  the  preceding  question,  I  showed 
that  the  riews  of  Justice  entertained  by  orthodox  theologians,  are 
of  the  most  unreasonable  and  abhorrent  nature.  I  know  the  Elder 
complained  that  I  Intsrepresented  his  positions  on  the  subject.  But 
I  am  not  conscious  of  having  done  so.  My  ground  was  that  the 
orthodox  view  of  Justice  made  it  virtually  a  principle  of  Reiteng^f 
I  appeal  to  the  descriptions  of  God's  justice  which  have  been  made 
by  partial  ist  theologians,  for  ages  past,  for  the  correctness  of  my 
position.  Hear  the  definition  whick  the  orthodox  Cruden  gives  of 
that  Attribute,  in  his  Concordance.  He  says  God's  **  Revenging 
Justice*'  will  be  manifest  in  punishing  the  bodies  of  the  wicked 
with  eternal  torments.  Moreover,  it  was  made  clear  in  my  argu« 
ment,  that  the  claims  of  infinite  Justice,  when  rightly  understood, 
required  that  an  existence  upon  which  sentient  beings  have  entered^ 
without  any  knowledge,  volition,  or  choice  on  their  part,  should 
not  be  allowed  to  result  in  an  endless  evil  to  them  I  Mjr  friend 
has  not  overturned  this  condnsion,  nor  even  attempted*  with  any 
serious  effort  to  weaken  it.  Until  he  does  that,  his  present  argu- 
ment from  the  moral  Attributes  of  God,  is  without  the  slightest 
weight. 

In  framiiw  this  argument,  he  has  made  some  declarations  in 
wfaieh  I  perfectly  agree  with  him.  But  there  are  other  assertions 
singfularly  illogical  and  sophistical.  He  sa^s  the  holiness  of  God 
would  not  allow  him  to  bring  sin  into  existence.  This  is  self- 
evident.  It  is  so  clearly  self-evident,  that  I  cannot  conceive  why 
the  declaration  was  made,  except  to  reiterate  his  old  chargSt 
that  according  to  Universalism  God  is  the  author  of  sin.  I  have 
already  repudiated  this  allegation  in  terms  sufficiently  clear  to  sat- 
isfy the  the  candid  portion  of  the  audience.  Sin  is  but  an  inci- 
dental efiect — ^temporary  in  its  nature,  its  influence  and  duration 
from  which  men  can  be  saved  by  light  and  truth.  In  bestowing 
that  moral  agency,  jor  freedom  on  man,  which  mj  friend  unitea 
with  me  in  believing  he  possesses,  it  was  inripossible  he  should 
be  onpowered  to  exercise  it,  without  involving  a  ItabUity  to  sin. 
Man  is  the  sole  author  of  his  own  sinfulness,  in  the  misuse  of  the 
highest  and  noblest  power  his  Creator  bestowed  upon  him.  My 
opponent  also  charges  me  with  maintaining  that  sin  makes  men 
better  hereafter  than  they  would  have  been  without  it.  I  have 
taken  no  position  of  this  description.  The  g^round  I  occupy  is 
this,  that  the  gift  of  that  Moral  Freedom  which  involves  a  /ia- 
bUky,  (not  a  neuuiiy)  to  sin,  is  one  of  the  highest  blessings  be- 
elowed  on  raaa-^elevating  him  to  degrees  of  holiness  and  happi- 
■ees^  to  which  he  could  not  otherwise  attain.  Notwithstanding 
m  Ilia  ^jBevciee  of  hie  moral  icMdom«  b»  iaUa  ixkto.  tmpar^rY  iishi 
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yet  tbe  general  and  final  benefits  arising  from  this  great  gift,  will 
infinitely  transcend  any  evil  which  may  for  a  season,  attend  the 
use  to  which  he  may  devote  it.  Hence  it  was  bestowed  upon 
bim,  although  he  might  misuse  it  for  a  time,  for  the  greater  good 
whicb  would  ultimately  flow  from  its  possession. 

Elder  Holmes  assures  us  that  God  could  not  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  sin  without  coercing  his  creatures  into  obedience.     This 
implies  that  he  could  have  prevented  the  introduction  of  sin,  if  he 
had  been  pleased  to  coarce  man  to  obedience.     This  matter,  then, 
was  subject  to  the  decision  of  Deity.     He  could  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  sin,  or  not,  as  he  pleased.     It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
the  consequences  of  sin,  were  clearly  known  to  him.     An  inquiry 
here  arises,  which  appeals  at  once  to  our  common  sense,     if  Je- 
hovah foresaw  that  in  cas^  he  allowed  sin  to  exist,  it  would  make 
innumerable  myriads  of  his  ofispring  its  endless  captives,  and 
bring  eternal  wretchedness  upon  them — would  he  not  have  pre- 
vented its  existence,  even  though  he  had  been  compelled  to  resort 
to  coercion  t    In  the  supposed  condition  of  things,  the  choice  of 
two  ways  was  before  the  Creator-— either  to  coerce  men  from  the 
influence  of  sin,  and  thus  save  them  from  its  power,  and  bring 
them  all  to  holiness  and  happiness,  or  to  refrain  from  all  coercion, 
and  allow  millions  to  fall  into  endless  perdition,  whom  he  could 
have  saved  by  the  slightest  exercise  of  his  power ! !     In  such  an 
alternative,  can  any  man  in  his  senses,  doubt  which  course  would 
be  adopted  by  a  wise  and  good  Deity  ?    Which  is  of  the  most 
importance  to  man  himself,  to  exist  free  from  all  coercion  and 
fall  into  ceaseless  misery,  or  to  be  placed  under  compulsion  and 
be  made  infinitely  holy  and  happy.     Is  there  a  human  bein^  who 
would  hesitate  an  instant,  as  to  tne  choice  he  would  make  in  re- 
gard to  this  matter  1    There  can  be  nothing  more  absurd  than 
the  views  which  have  long  been  inculcated  on  this  subject,  by  the 
limitarian  clergy.     The  idea  that  God  gave  his  creatures  a  free' 
dom  which  he  knewth?y  would  exercise  to  their  certain  and  end- 
less destruction — and  then  is  so  wonderfully  opposed  to  jputting 
tbe  least  restraint  upon  them,  or  to  the  exercise  of  the  slightest 
coercion,  that  he  would  rather  see  them  sink  to  a  condition  where 
they  will  blaspheme  his  name,  and  curse  their  existence  forever, 
is  one  which  violates  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  our  heavenly 
Father.     If  an  earthly  parent  saw  his  child,  under  the  influence 
of  a  blinding  fascination,  wandering  to  the  brink  of  a  terrific  cat- 
aract, heedless  of  his  warnings  and  exhortations,  would  he  not  be 
justified  in  seizing  hold  of  him  and  compelling  him  to  turn  back  ? 
Yea,  would  he  not  be  considered  a  monster  violating  every  duty  of 
a  parent  and  a  man,  if  he  neglected  to  exercise  such  compulsion  to 
save  his  child !     My  opponent  and  all  his  class  of  theologians,  cast 
the  deepest  disparagement  on  the  Father  of  all  men,  in  repre- 
aentiDg  that  he  will  deliberately  behold  his  own  children  in  vast 
^MNTi^  under  the  delunva  ixdlueiica  of  tin,  fall  into  tha  gull  of 
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endless  agony,  without  reaching  forth  his  Almighty  Arm,  to  ar- 
rest their  course,  lest  he  should  use  coercion  upon  them !  A  dread- 
ful thine  indeed,  to  coerce  men  away  from  tneir  endless  destruc- 
tion !  What  an  evil — what  a  misfortune  it  would  prove ! !  But 
if  God  will  not  coerce  men  one  way,  why  should  he  another  1  If 
he  will  not  coerce  men  to  heaven,  why  should  he  coerce  them  to 
hell  ?  If  he  will  not  coerce  them  to  a  state  of  endless  kolinesSj 
why  should  he  coerce  them  to  a  condition  of  endless  sin  ?  And 
he  assured  they  will  not  enter  such  a  state,  unless  they  are  com- 

Eelled  hy  the  omnipotent  power  of  Jehovah !     That  God  could 
ave  prevented  the  existence  of  sin  hy  withholding  man's  moral 
agency,  there  can  he  no  doubt.     But  the  fact  that  he  gave  his 
creatures  such  an  agency,  should  convince  us  that  he  clearly  fore- 
saw he  could  save  them  from  the  temporary  sin  into  which  they 
would  fall,  in  its  exercise.     It  should  satisfy  us  also,  that  he  well 
knew,  he  could  through  this  very  agency,  finally  bring  them  all 
into  that  state  at  free  and  voluntary  obedience  to  his  eovernment, 
which  is  alone  pleasant  or  acceptable  unto  him.     This  redemp- 
tion from  sin,  the  Creator  can  accomplish,  without  resort  to  phys- 
ical compulsion,  or  force  of  any  description.     The  light,  truth, 
instruction,  and  moral  suasion,  which  our  Father  brings  to  bear 
on  his  cfreatures,  through  the  instrumentality  of  Christ  and  his 
gospel,  will  be  amply  sufficient  to  effect  this  great  and  good  work 
in  due  time,  without  any  violation  of  man^s  agency,  and  will 
bring  every  intelligent  being  around  his  Throne,  freely,  volunta- 
rily, gladly,  to  worship  ana  obey  him  forever ! ! 

My  brother  on  the  other  side  says  that  jrod's  opposition  to  sin 
is  infinite.     He  also  says  it  is  the  office  of  Justice  to  make  an  in- 
finite display  of  his  opposition  to  sin.     To  these  positions  I  yield 
my  entire  assent.     And  I  will  add,  that  the  Creator  will  manifest 
his  opposition  to  sin  in  a  consistent  and  reasonable  manner.     The 
method  he  takes  to  this  end,  according  to  £ider  Holmes,  is  most 
remarkable.     To  show  his  infinite  opposition  to  sin,  Jehovah 
takes  a  course  which  perpetuates  it  forever.     Is  it  not  a  mar- 
vellous way  to  manifest  repugnance  of  a  certain  thing,  by  per- 
petuating its  being  ?    God  is  so  opposed  to  sin  in  this  world,  that 
he  will  take  means  to  introduce  it  into  the  next,  and  continue  it 
through  eternity  !     He  is  so  opposed  to  the  wickedness  of  men 
for  seventy  years,  that  he  will  place  them  where  they  will  be  com- 
pelled to  be  wicked  forever  ! !     This  is  the  profound  loeic  of  mod- 
ern popular  theology ! !     I  sincerely  believe  the  Almignty  is  infi- 
nitely opposed  to  sin.     But  so  far  from  perpetuating  it  through 
the  instrumentality  of  his  Justice,  or  in  any  other  manner,  he  will 
prove  the  sincerity  of  his  opposition  to  it,  by  saving  all  his  crea- 
tures from  its  power,  and  thus  ultimately  annihilate  it  from  his 
universe ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  maintains  that  God  brings  the  strongest  motires  to 
prevent  men  from  falling  into  sin — that  the  severest  penalty  which 
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the  nature  of  the  case  would  admit,  is  endless  /osf--or  in  other 
words  endless  misery  /  This  is  the  result  at  which  he  arrives  in 
support  of  the  affirmative,  by  his  second  argument.  I  acknowl- 
edge God  brings  the  strongest  inducements  to  cause  men  to  refrain 
from  sin.  Moreover,  I  am  willing  to  allow  that  had  he  estab- 
lished it  as  an  inflexible  rvle  of  his  government,  that  every  indi' 
vidual  among  men  who  violates  in  a  single  instance,  his  moral 
law,  should  with  unfailing  certainty,  be  punished  with  endless 
woe,  from  which  there  could  be  no  possible  escape — this  would 
be  the  strongest  restraint  against  sin,  that  could  be  addressed  to 
man's  fears  /  /  But  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  not 
preached  in  this  manner.  There  is  no  such  certainty  of  infliction 
connected  with  it.  In  all  theories  where  that  doctrine  is  found, 
it  is  a  fundamental  principle  that  however  enormous  or  numerous 
men's  sins  may  be,  the  endless  penalty  can  be  avoided  by  a  timely 

Xntance.    This  provision  for  escape — this  loop-hole  thpMigh 
ch  the  frightened  sinner  can  readily  slip  away  from  aflpun- 
ishment — neutralizes^most  effectually,  all  the  restraint  which  a 
threatening  of  endless  woe  mieht  otherwise  exert.    This  is  so  self- 
evident  that  none  but  the  willfully  blind  can  fail  to  see  it.    The 
working  of  such  a  principle  can  be  tested  by  supposing  it  incorpo- 
rated in  human  governments.     Were  our  legislators  to  pass  a  law 
that  the  punishment  for  the  crime  of  murder,  should  be  death,  and 
that,  if  at  any  time  previous  to  the  hour  of  execution,  the  criminal 
should  repent  of  his  wicked  act,  a  full  pardon  should  be  extended 
to  him,  and  he  should  be  restored  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  for- 
mer priviles:es — what  efiect  would  such  a  law  have  ?    How  much 
restraint  would  it  exercise  on  those  disposed  to  imbrue  their  hands 
in  blood  ?    So  far  from  deterring  them  at  all,  it  would  open  a  high- 
way for  them  to  sin  with  impunity.    And  yet  this,  Elder  Holmes 
alleges,  is  the  highest  restraint  that  God  could  bring  against  sin  ! 
It  is  not  the  amount,  nor  the  duration  of  punishment,  that  gives 
it  a  restraininir  influence,  but  its  CERTAmTV ! !     A  lighter  pen- 
alty, to  be  inflicted  with  absolute  certainty,  will  be  much  more  ef- 
fectual to  deter  from  wickedness,  than  one  ^far  more  severe*  con- 
nected with  a  probability  of  escape.    A  law  threatening  the  man 
p^uilty  of  highway  robbery  with  death,  but  containing  a  proviso  that 
in  case  he  repents,  he  shall  have  the  punishment  entirety  remitted, 
could  not  have  a  thousandth  part,  the  restraining  influence  of  a  law 
which  should  sentence  to  ten  years  imprisonment,  with  no  possibil- 
ity of  pardon  !     AH  can  perceive  the  reasonableness  of  this  posi- 
tion.    The  same  principle  applies  to  the  divine  government.     The 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  preached  as  it  is,  and  as  it  must  be, 
with  an  easy  way  of  escape,  does  nor  exert  the  strongest  influence 
to  deter  men  from  sin  !    indeed  we  can  see  this  practically  illus- 
trated, in  the  fact  that  ninety-nine  hundredths  of  the  most  depraved 
wretches  on  earth,  are  believers  in  that  doctrine.    Hence  all  that 
fjpponeat  buiidi  oa  this  aasumption*  falls  to  the  ground  ? 
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The  penalty  by  which  God  would  deter  men  from  sin,  is  not 
midlesi  woe,  with  a  proiriso  for  an  escape.  The  scriptures  never 
threaten  endless  punishment,  and  never  flatter  the  sinner  that  ho 
can  elude  the  just  demerit  of  his  sins.  But  they  declare  the  guilty 
shall  receive  an  adequate  punishment,  in  accordance  with  the  enor- 
mity of  their  crimes,  from  which  there  is  no  possible  release.  And 
vet  there  are  higher  influences  to  deter  men  from  sin,  than  any  to 
be  drawn  from  punishmenty  or  from  an  appeal  to  their/ear.t,  in  any 
shape.  Let  them  be  properly  instructed  in  regard  to  the  nature  of 
sin — let  them  be  taugnt  that  it  is  in  itself,  a  bitter,  a  poison,  an  evil 
of  the  darkest  die — that  it  is  alone  the  source  of  wretchedness  and 
ruin,  and  is  the  only  npal  enemy  of  man  in  existence — and  it  will 
exert  an  influence  to  turn  them  from  wickedness,  stronger  than  all 
appeals  to  fear  of  punishment. 

The  Elder  insists  I  ought  to  prove  that  eternal  loss,  or  endless 
punishment,  is  not  deserved  by  the  sinner  !  This  is  most  remarka- 
ble !  Is  mv  friend  really  so  bewildered  as  this  declaration  would 
indicate  ?  Or  does  he  imagine  the  audience  is  so  dull  of  compre- 
hension that  they  cannot  detect  at  a  glance,  this  shallow  attempt  to 
shift  **  the  laboring  oar"  to  my  hands.  I  beg  to  remind  him  that 
he  is  in  the  afSrmative  of  this  question ;  and  that  instead  of  calling 
upon  me  to  prove  a  negative^  it  is  precisely  his  work  to  prove  that 
any  man  does  deserve  to  sufl^er  endless  loss !  Instead  of  striving  to 
shrink  away  from  the  affirmative,  and  managing  to  get  into  a  tugQ' 
five  posture,  it  would  be  more  manly  to  come  up  to  his  work  bold- 
ly, or  acknowledge  frankly  his  inability  to  maintain  the  position  he 
has  assumed ! ! 

Friend  Holmes  contends  that  as  punishment  has  been  necessary 
thus  far  in  the  world,  it  will  be  necessary  hereafter  and  forever ! 
The  sophistry  of  this  argument,  is  too  transparent  to  mislead  any  but 
the  most  shallow  minded.  Has  it  been  necessary  in  human  aflairs, 
to  punish  any  one  man  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  to  the  pre- 
sent time  ?  If  this  had  been  rightfully  done,  it  might  aflbrd  some 
proof  that  a  long  punishment  might  be  necessary  hereafter.  But 
even  this  would  fall  infinitely  short  of  proving  the  necessity  of  in- 
flicting endless  punishment!  If  my  opponent  could  prove  that  men 
will*5m  forever,  then  he  would  show  good  reason  for  believing  that 
it  will  be  necessary  for  punishment  to  endure  forever !  But  this 
proof  he  cannot  furnish.  Neither  the  Bible,  nor  reason,  sanction 
the  thought  that  men  will  continue  forever  in  wickedness  when 
they  have  the  power  to  turn  from  it,  as  the  Bible  teaches  they  al- 
ways have.  How  can  they  sin  forever,  when  St.  Paul  expressly 
asserts  that  a  time  shall  arrive,  when  God's  spirit  shall  be  in  all 
men— yea.  shall  be  •*  ALL  in  all  ! ! !  " — (1  Cor.  xv.  28.) 

The  third  argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  in  the  affirma- 
tive, is  drawn  form  the  Analogy  of  Nature.  When  we  consider 
the  nature  of  the  doctrine  my  opponent  is  attempting  to  sustain — 
the  awful  state  in  which  it  asserts  a  vast  pto^tVioii  q\  \DSds^>:^^ 
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will  fallf  as  the  result  of  the  creation  their  heavenly  Parent  toI- 
vntarily  hestowed  upon  them — the  dark  imputation  which  it  casts 
on  the  character  and  name  of  the  purest  and  best  of  beings — the 
deep  and  utter  blasphemy  it  utters,  in  case  it  is  not  true — together 
with  its  marked  violations  of  the  first  principles  of  reason — when 
these  things,  I  repeat,  are  taken  into  consideration,  it  is  astonisfc- 
ing  to  notice  the  character  of  the  arguments  introduced  in  its  sup- 
port. To  say  they  are  far-fetched  ami  strained  to  an  unprecedented 
extent,  is  but  to  declare  that  which  is  visible  to  all  eyes !  When 
men  take  a  far-off»  round-about  way,  to  get  to  a  certain  point,  it 
shows  they  see  no  direct  path  which  leads  to  it.  When  a  contro- 
versialist brings  forth  arguments  which  at  least,  can  bear  on 
the  question  discussed,  only  by  weak  and  uncertain  implication, 
it  proves  a  marked  absence  of  sound  and  direct  evidence.  I  beg 
the  audience  to  scrutinize  this  argument  from  the  Analogy  of  Na- 
ture. Allowing  my  opponent  all  he  can  legitimately  claim  for  it, 
his  most  interested  friends  must  acknowledge  that  it  yields  but  a 
very  feeble  and  uncertain  support  to  the  affirmative  of  the  ques- 
tion before  us.  The  argument,  if  I  have  been  able  to  obtain  its 
drift,  is  this — That  God's  laws  are  similar  in  all  worlds — and  that 
he  deals  with  men  in  another  state  of  existence,  on  the  same  prin- 
ciples as  in  this  life.  From  these  premises,  he  seeks  to  arrive  at 
the  conclusion,  on  the  principles  of  analogy,  that  Jehovah  will 
torment  some  of  his  offspring  forever ! !  Such  an  argument  must 
necessarily  abound  with  great  fallacies;  and  we  nnd  them  in 
abundance.  The  conclusion  is  not  warranted  by  the  premises. 
Has  he  shown,  or  made  the  slightest  attempt  to  show,  that  God 
deals  with  his  creatures  in  this  world,  on  any  principle  which 
makes  it  necessary  for  him  to  plunge  them  into  endless  agony 
while  they  are  still  on  earth  ?  If  he  could  prove  any  thing  like 
this,  in  the  present  world,  then  there  would  be  legitimate  ground 
for  an  analogical  argument  in  support  of  endless  suffering  here- 
'after.  But  inasmuch  as  this  is  wholly  wanting — inasmuch  as  he 
d  jes  not  pretend  that  God  places  any  creature  while  in  this  exist- 
ence, into  a  condition  of  torture  which  shall  know  no  end,  the 
argument  that  he  will  do  so  hereafter,  is  a  sheer  assumption,  with- 
out the  slightest  possible  evidence.  % 

My  friend  asserts  that  in  the  future  wit^rM',  mankind  will  be 
subject  to  the  same  law,  as  in  this  life.  This  I  acknowledge,  add- 
ing, however,  that  his  law  in  the  next  existence,  in  comparison 
with  this,  will  be  so  modified  as  to  be  adapted  to  the  different  con- 
ditions and  circumstances  in  which  the  children  of  earth  will  exist 
hereafter.  He  adds,  moreover,  that  when  we  see  the  law  of  God 
producing  certain  results  in  this  life,  we  must  believe  similar  re- 
sults will  flow  from  that  law  in  the  future  world.  Here,  too,  I 
perfectly  agree  with  the  affirmative.  But  when  he  goes  on  to 
draw  from  these  premises,  the  conclusion  that  unless  God  coun- 
tenetB  his  laws  as  now  estabW^Yi^^  Sxi  ^he^\t  o^rations  in  aaotkcr 
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«zi8tencef  then  pnnisbment  hereafter  must  be  endtessj  I  decidedly 
demur,  and  deny  its  correctness !  He  has  failed  to  show  that 
God''s  law,  as  now  established,  inflicts  upon  men  in  this  life,  a 
punishment  which  is  endless ;  and  wanting  this  vital  prop,  his  ar- 
gument is  groundless ! 

How  does  he  attempt  to  prove  by  analogy,  from  things  in  this 
life,  that  punishment  hereafter  will  be  endless  ?  It  is  by  compar- 
ing the  Divine  law  with  human  laws.  Men^s  punishments,  he 
says,  are  sometimes  without  remedy.  From  this  he  attempts  to 
draw  the  conclusion,  that  if  God  allows  men  now,  to  be  punish- 
ei  without  remedy,  he  will  allow  them  to  be  punished  without 
remedy,  or  endlessly,  hereafter !  Here  is  a  rare  specimen  of  logic 
and  consistency!  In  the  first  place,  this  kind  of  reasoning  vio- 
lates all  true  principles  of  analogy.  A  legitimate  analogical  ar- 
fament,  would  be  to  reason  from  the  operation  of  God^s  law 
ere,  as  to  what  its  operations  will  be  hereafter.  But  my 
friend,  with  a  sophistry  of  the  most  naked  description,  shifts  the 
analogy,  and  makes  it  consist  in  a  comparison  between  the  ope- 
ration of  man's  laws  here,  and  GckTs  l^w  hereafter !  !  If  he  has 
done  this  ignorantly,  it  shows  a  marked  lack  of  the  first  elements 
of  a  sound  logician.  But  if  it  was  designed,  what  can  it  be  but 
a  cool  and  wiTlfut  attempt  to  deceive  the  audience  ? 

The  real  gist  of  this  argument  from  analogy,  is  an  attempt  to 
determine  the  operations  of  God's  government  and  laws,  by  the 
operations  of  earthly  governments.    In  this,  Elder  Holmes  has 
violated  principles  to  which  he  has  heretofore  committed  himself. 
In  his  article  on  Atonement  in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review, 
he  says — ^*  It  is  not  safe  to  infer  from  the  regulations  men  have 
established  among  themselves  in  this  world,  what  would,  or 
would  not,  be  proper  in  a  divine  plan  for  the  redemption  of  sin- 
ners.    We  may  reason  from  the  analogy  of  the  divine  govern- 
ment in  this  world,  and  here  the  argument  [on  the  atonement]  is 
in  our  favor ;  but  we  must  not  regulate  the  divine  proceedings  by 
the  analogy  of  human  governments  !  f — ( Quarterly  for  July,  184/ , 
o.  432.)     In  this  extract,  my  friend  takes  the  precise  ground  I 
nave  just  laid  down,  and  condemns  the  principle  of  judging  the 
government  of  God  by  human  governments,  which  ne  is  trying 
now  to  enforce  on  the  audience.    There  can  be  no  analogy  be- 
tween the  operation  of  earthly  laws,  and  the  laws  of  God.    The 
former  are  imperfect  in  their  nature,  their  operations,  and  their  de- 
sigur-the  latter  infinitely  perfect  in  all  these  respects.     Upon  what 
reasonable  principle  can  we  presume  to  judge  of  Xht  perfect,  by  the 
operations  of  the  imperfect  1    True,  some  of  the  laws  of  men  are 
without  remedy — i .  e. — beyond  human  remedy !    And  why  1    Be- 
cause mankind  in  their  ignorance,  are  unable,  or  have  thought 
themselves  to  be  unable,  to  frame  better  laws.    This  very  fact  that 
l^ey  are  without  remedy,  is  exactly  the  imperfect  feature  of  these 
kumao  laws.    Shall  we  adopt  that  which  is  the  mcit  imperfect 
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J»art  of  man^s  Isws,  as  the  standard  by  which  to  judge  of  the  Mfv 
€et  lawe  of  a  peffeet  God  ?    How  preposterous !     I  know  the  law 
of  Capital  Paniehment  in  human  codes,  admits  of  no  remedy.     But 
I  deny  that  God  sanctions  that  law  under  the  Christian  dispensa* 
tion,  or  that  he  has  adopted  any  principle  analagous  to  it  in  the 
Divine  Government.     I  am  aware  that  the  Elder  adroitly  attempts 
to  assume  the  sanction  of  Capital  Punishment  by  the  Creator, 
when  he  declares,  that  if  €^  allows  men  now  to  be  punished 
without  remedy,  he  will  allow  them  to  be  punished  without  remedy 
hereafter !     But  I  trust  our  hearers  are  not  quite  so  dull  of  appre- 
hension, as  to  be  deceived  by  this  sophistry.     The  idea  that  what* 
ever  law  Grod  allows  to  exist  in  this  world,  he  will,  or  may,  allow 
to  exist  in  the  next,  would  lead  to  strange  conclusions.     He  has 
allovfed  Catholics  to  enact  and  execute  laws  to  torture  Protestants 
on  the  rack,  and  bum  them  at  the  stake.     He  has  also  permitted 
Prot»tants  to  persecute,  and  put  to  death  Catholics,  and  other 
classes  of  professing  Christians.    Now  according  to  my  oppo« 
nent^s  analogical  argument,  as  our  Maker  allows  these  different 
sects  to  execute  such  sanguinary  laws  upon  each  other  in  this 
life,  he  will  allow  them  to  do  the  same  in  the  next  world  and  for- 
ever ! !     Who  can  be  misled  by  such  fallacious  reasoning  1 
^  The  Creator  in  some  instances,  inflicts  temporal  death,  or  the 
death  of  the  body,  on  his  creatures,  as  a  just  punishment  for  their 
sins.    He,  and  he  alone,  who  eave  life,  has  any  right  to  require 
it,  even  as  a  punishment.     When  man  so  far  presumes  on  the 
prerogative  of  the  Most  High,  as  to  put  his  fellow  being  to  deiuh, 
he  does  indeed,  inflict  punishment  that  to  him  is  without  remedy/ 
This  constitutes  the  vital  defect  of  the  law  of  Capital  Punishment. 
It  has  no  remedy  even  when  it  sheds  the  blood  of  innocence,  and 
when  of  all  things,  it  most  needs  a  remedial  power.    The  very 
act  of  its  infliction,  places  the  victim  of  that  sanguinary  law,  be- 
yond the  reach  of  its  ability  to  bring  ereater  evil,  or  to  correct 
past  mistakes.    But  the  punishment  of  bodily  death,  or  any  other 

fiunisbment  in  the  hands  of  God,  is  not  a  penalty  without  remedy. 
t  does  not  remove  the  criminal  beyond  the  reach  of  the  being 
who  inflicts  the  punishment.  So  far  from  this,  death  brings  him 
into  his  more  immediate  presence,  to  be  subjected  to  such  other 
influences  as  his  amendment,  purification  and  happiness,  requires 
«t  the  hand  of  the  Righteous  Ruler  and  Father  of  all ! 

In  prosecuting  his  argument  from  Analogy,  my  brother  Holmes 
instructs  us  that  the  happiness  of  roan  is  contingent.  This  is  true 
to  a  degree.  The  happiness  of  a  human  being,  at  any  given  pe* 
riod  of  his  existence,  depends  to  a  certain  extent,  upon  his  own 
doings  previous  to  that  period.  But  at  the  same  time,  and  at  all 
times,  the  chief  elements  of  his  happiness  are  drawn  directly  from 
those  blessings  which  he  cannot  earn,  and  which  God  faithfully 
bestows  alike  on  all  men,  in  every  sta^e  and  state  of  their  exist- 
0Qfie.    J  deny,  however,  that  the  happmesa  of  man  thiongh  eter« 
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nity,  or  that  his  ultimate  condition,  is  contingent  upon  hift  doingfs 
in  tkii  slate  of  existence.  My  opponent  has  prored  no  such  fact, 
and  cannot.  Howerer  intelligent  and  moral  beings  may  err,  at 
one  period  of  their  existence,  the  Creator  has  bestowed  upon  them 
a  power  of  recuperation,  in  the  exercise  of  which,  they  can  sooner 
or  later,  recover  from  all  false  steps,  from  all  the  effects  of  igno- 
rance and  sin !  My  friend  evidently  is  not  sufficiently  advanced 
in  his  knowledge  of  man,  to  see  that  this  is  the  very  glory  and 
perfection  of  the  human  organization ! ! 

The  Elder  also  informs  us  that  all  men  in  this  life  are  not  hap- 
py, whether  they  will  or  tM>(,  and  hence  on  the  principles  of  anal- 
ogy, we  are  not  to  suppose  they  will  all  be  happy  in  the  future 
world,  whether  they  will  or  not !  Really  this  is  overwhelming. 
Who  supposes  mankind  will  be  happy  in  the  next  world,  whether 
ihey  will  or  not  ?  Universalists  entertain  no  such  idea.  We  be- 
lieve all  men  will  be  most  willing  to  become  happy  in«the  world 
to  come,  as  they  are  ever  willine  to  be  so  here !  And  we  believe, 
moreover,  that  under  the  enligntenin^  instruction  of  the  gospel, 
the  entire  human  race,  in  the  future  existence,  will  be  made  ready 
and  willing  to  comply  with  all  the  terms  and  conditions  on  whicn 
Deity  has  promised  happiness  to  man  ! 

The  legitimate  argument  from  Analogy,  so  far  from  aibrding 
the  slightest  proof  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  throws 
its  whole  weight  against  that  doctrine,  and  decidedly  in  favor  of 
the  final  salvation  of  all  men.  The  Creator  in  this  life,  bestows 
upon  the  whole  human  race  those  general  blessings  on  which 
their  happiness  mainly  depends.    And  he  does  not  permit  the  for- 

getfulness  or  sinfulness  of  men,  to  irteze  up  the  great  stream  of 
is  goodness,  or  cause  him  ever  to  turn  away  from  them  and  leave 
them  to  perish.  The  Savior  most  beautifully  illustrates  this  truth, 
when  he  reminds  us  that  God  causes  his  sua  to  rise  on  the  evil 
and  the  good,  and  sendeth  his  rains  on  the  just  and  the  unjust. 
— (Matt.  V.  45.)  On  the  principles  of  analogy,  we  are  bound  to 
believe  that  he  will  act  upon  the  same  plan  hereafter  and  forever. 
The  punishments  of  the  Most  High  are  inflicted  on  the  sinful  in 
this  world,  expressly  for  their  amendment.  They  "yield  the  peace- 
able fruit  of  righteousness,"  as  St.  Paul  instructs,  us,  "  to  them 
which  are  exercised  thereby.'' — (Heb.  xii.  11.)  According  to  the 
teachings  of  analogy,  whatever  punishment  the  Judge  of  all  may 
deem  it  wise  to  inflict  upon  his  creatures  in  another  state  of  be- 
ing, will  lie  designed  to  accomplish  the  same  end  !  Again — ^The 
Creator  is  continually  putting  into  operation  in  the  present  world, 
upon  all  men,  numerous  influences,  through  the  gospel,  the  teach- 
ings and  examples  of  good  men,  and  the  workings  of  the  human 
conscience,  designed  to  save  them  from  sin  and  moral  death,  and 
restore  them  to  holiness  and  happiness.  And  here  also,  the  laws 
of  analogy,  demand  that  we  shall  believe  he  will  continue  the 
same  iAfluencea  upon  all  men,  in  the  life  to  comse,  «xui  tLiiXb^.  ^c*| 
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marks  uttered  by  the  gentleman  in  tbif 
do  I  unite  with  him  in  every  word.  1 1 
ration  of  all  men,  except  in  God^s  wi 
shall  be  in  accordance  whh  the  good  oi 
believe  the  world  will  be  saved  pre4 
there  is  nothing  in  their  system  that  tf 
salvation.  ,  Surely  when  all  men  are  m| 
accord  with  the  good  of  the  world  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  asserts  that  according^! 
state  of  things  that  can  exist,  does  now  i 
resonable  man  will  so  lose  sight  of  his ) 
resent  his  neighbors  in  a  manner  so  palp( 
tion  on  its  very  face.  We  do  not  believ 
things  that  can  exist.  Our  opinion  is  tl 
or  world  in  which  man  can  commence  a  ca 
We  believe  this,  because  we  have  confic 
God.  which  provided  this  world  as  the  s 
our  being.  But  we  also  believe  there  an 
states  of  existence,  towards  which  all  me 
which  they  will  ultimately  arrive,  by  the 
Father  in  heaven ! 

The  misrepresentation  just  noticed,  1< 
to  the  fact,  that  EUder  Holmes  is  becomin 
to  this  species  of  warfare,- as  his  prospec 
dark  and  unpromising.  What  he  cann 
doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  which  b 
true,  by  argument  and  scripture  testimc 
accomplish  by  the  rankest  and  vilest  m 
last  speech  I  noticed  several  u 
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our  country,  are  the  young  men  more  free  from  the  rile  habit  of 
profanity,  than  in  the  Universalist.  Go  into  the  streets  in  any 
town  in  the  Union— scrape  together  all  the  profane  youth  with 
which  you  meet.  And  I  pledge  my  veracity  that  ninety-nine 
hnntlreaihs  of  them  attend  Methodist*  Presbyterian  and  Baptist 
meetings ! !  Who  does  not  know  that  Methodist  churches  are 
the  resort — the  head  quarters — of  tlie  vilest  youth  of  both  sex- 
es ! !  I  might  press  this  scurrilous  charge  home  upon  my  op- 
ponent still  farther ;  but  I  forbear.  He  says  also,  in  his  first 
speech  on  the  present  question,  that  Mr.  Ballou  and  other  Uni- 
versalists,  gave  support  by  their  presence,  to  the  notorious  infidei 
Fanny  Wright.  This  again,  in  its  intent,  is  a  gross  calumny 
against  a  venerable  and  worthy  servant  of  God.  Mr.  Balloii 
never  gave  the  least  support  to  Infidelity  in  any  form  whatever. 
No  man  on  earth  can  be  farther  removed  from  it. 

The  Elder's  description  of  my  view  of  man's  agency,  comparing 
it  to  the  tying  of  a  horse,  raised  a  laugh  among  the  yoiinger  por- 
tion of  the  audience.  I  think  it  will  be  acknowledged  the  farmer 
who  allows  his  horse  freedom  in  a  limited  range,  and  thus  secures 
his  useful  services,  would  act  more  wisely,  than  one  who  should 
allow  his  beast  an  unlimited  range,  knowing  he  would  plunge 
into  a  slough  to  perish.  So  that  view  of  man's  agency  which 
limits  it  to  a  certain  circle,  where  it  shall  never  prove  his  destruc- 
tion, ascribes  much  more  wisdom  to  God,  than  that  which  insists 
most  absurdly^  that  he  bestowed  an  unlimited  agency,  which  he 
foresaw  would  prove  an  endless  curse  to  millions  who  received 
it !  Absurd! y^  1  have  said )  because  it  is,  after  all  my  friend^'s  rid- 
icule an  impossibility,  that  a  subordinate  and  dependent  being  can 
have  any  other  than  a  limited  freedom !  None  but  Jehovah  can 
be  said,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  to  possess  unlimited  free- 
dom ! 

I  will  now  introduce  my  first  Negative  Argument.  My  propo- 
sition is,  that  the  doctrine  of  £ndless  Punishment,  is  not  taught 
in  the  Old  Testament.  Universalists  maintain  that  it  is  not  incul- 
cated in  any  part  of  the  Bible,  but  under  this  proposition,  I  shall 
confine  myself  exclusively  to  the  Old  Testament.  I  contend  there 
is  an  entire  lack  of  evidenQe  in  support  of  that  doctrine,  either  in 
Historical,  Prophetical,  or  Devotional,  portions  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment. I  call  upon  my  opponent  to  quote  a  solitary  passage  from 
that  part  of  the  Bible,  which  asserts,  or  by  any  fair  interpretation, 
can  be  made  even  to  imply,  that  God  will  perpetuate  the  existence 
of  any  of  his  creatures  in  endlesi  wretchedness  !  He  may  quote 
a  passage  or  two,  which  he  will  attempt  to  stretch  into  such  an 
ilea.  But  the  slightest  discrimination  will  enable  our  hearers  to 
detect  the  fallacy  of  such  an  effort.  The  fact  that  Endless  Pun- 
ishment is  not  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament,  is  so  well  estab- 
lishel,  that  it  is  frankly  acknowledged  by  some  of  the  most 
learnei  men,  in  the  ranks  of  the  believers  of  that  doctrine.    Bishop 
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Warburton  says  expressly  that  "  in  the  Jewish  Republic,  both 
rewards  and  punishments  promised  by  Heaven,  were  temporal. 
««««««  In  no  place  in  the  Mosaic  Institutes,  is  there 
the  least  mention  or  any  intelligible  hint^  of  the  rewards  and  pun- 
ishments of  another  life."  Dr.  Paley  says  that  the  Mosaic  dis- 
pensation *^  dealt  in  temporal  rewards  and  punishments"  and  that 
*'the  blessings  and  ctirws"  promised  by  Moses,  "  consisted  alto- 
gether of  worldly  benefits  and  worldly  punishments."  Dr.  Geo. 
Campbell  and  Dr.  Jahn,  both  assert  that  ^'  the  Old  Testament  does 
not  disclose  a  state  of  punishment  beyond  the  grave."  Even 
Professor  Stuart,  while  saying  that  we  may  understand  the  Old 
Testament  as  Teyeal'me future  punishment,  does  not  pretend  that 
it  reveals  endless  punisnment. — He  says  "  the  sum  of  the  evidence 
from  the  Old  Testament  in  regard  to  Sheol,  is  that  the  Hebrews 
did  probably  [nothing  but  a  probability]  in  some  cases,  connect 
with  the  use  of  this  word,  the  idea  of  misery  subseouent  to  the 
death  of  the  body.  It  seems  to  me,  we  may  safely  believe  this. 
And  to  aver  more  than  this — [i.  e.  to  aver  the  Jews  connected 
with  SJieol,  the  idea  of  eternal  punishment]  would  be  somewhat 
hazardous,  when  all  the  examples  of  the  word  are  duly  consid- 
ered."— {Exegetical  Essays.) 

The  Doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  then  is  not  found  in  the 
Old  Testament.  This  is  a  most  remarkable  fact!  Fot  four  thou- 
sand years,  it  is  acknowledged,  God  did  not  reveal  this  doctrine 
to  the  world.  The  Jews,  the  only  people  who  had  oral  inter- 
course with  the  Creator  for  ages,  were  not  instructed  in  that  sen- 
timent. St.  Paul  says  that  to  them  '*were  committed  the  oracles 
of  God." — (Rom.  iii.  2.)  But  among  all  the  doctrines,  instruc- 
tions, laws,  precepts,  communicated  to  his  ancient  people,  by  the 
Creator,  Endless  Punishment  is  not  found.  The  Ancient  Patri- 
archs make  no  mention  of  it.  David,  the  sweet  singer  of  Israel, 
never  names  it  or  alludes  to  it.  Solomon,  the  wisest  of  men,  who 
spake  of  all  things  "  from  the  cedar  to  the  hysop  "  gives  no  in- 
timation that  he  ever  heard  of  it !  The  long  line  of  Prophets, 
who  spake  as  God  gave  them  utterance,  revealed  no  such  senti- 
ment. How  can  this  profound  silence  be  accounted  for,  on  the 
ground  that  the  doctrine  is  true  ?  If  the  Jews,  if  all  nations  be- 
fore the  advent  of  the  Messiah,  were  liable  to  sink  into  an  end- 
less hell  at  death,  why  was  not  that  doctrine  made  known  to 
them  1  What !  Millions  of  souls  falling  headlong  into  ceaseless 
tortures,  without  the  slightest  forewarning,  or  the  least  intimation 
that  such  a  doom  awaited  them  ! !  Monstrous  !  If  the  doctrine 
is  true,  why  were  not  the  Jewish  prophets  and  religious  teachers, 
allowed  to  preach  on  the  subject,  and  hold  it  up  as  a  rod  of  terror 
over  the  heads  of  the  wicked,  as  certain  sects  do  in  our  day  1  If 
it  is  true  now,  it  was  true  in  ancient  ages !     If  it  is  necessary  to 

S reach  it  in  modern  times,  it  must  have  been  equally  necessary  in 
le  days  of  the  prophets.    Why  were  they  silent  on  the  subject  ^ 
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Was  it  not  as  important  to  save  sottls  then  as  it  is  now  1  Is  not 
the  fact  that  the  doctrine  of  Endfess  Punishment  was  not  revealed 
from  God,  nor  preached  by  his  servants,  for  four  thousand  years^ 
the  most  convincing  evidence  that  it  is  not  true ! 

So  far  from  Endless  Punishment  being  taught  in  the  Old  Tes- 
tament, it  is  positively  contradicted  there.  **  The  Lord  will  not* 
cast  off  forever.  But  though  he  cause  ^rief,  yet  will  he  hure  ' 
compassion  according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies.'' — (Lam . 
iii.  31-32.)  "  I  will  not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always 
wroth  :  for  the  spirit  should  fail  before  me,  and  the  souls  which 
I  have  made.'' — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.)  "All  nations  whom  thou  hast 
made  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glo* 
rify  thy  name.'' — (Ps.  Ixxxvi.  9.) 

Not  only  do  God's  prophets  thus  contradict  the  doctrine  of  End* 
less  Punishment,  but  every  one  of  them  proclaimed  by  authority 
of  the  Most  High,  the  salvation  of  all  mankind.  St.  Pieter  de- 
clares most  emphatically,  that  **the  times  of  the  restitution  of  all 
things,"  has  been  "  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  all  God's  holy  proph- 
ets, since  the  world  began." — (Acts  iii.  21.) 

My  second  negative  argument  is  that  the  docttme  of  Endless 
Misery,  is  opposed  to  the  dictates  of  Reason.     We  are  bound  te 

ffi ve  heed  to  the  decisions  of  Reason.  It  is  the  highest  gift  of  Crod. 
t  forms  a  portion  of  the  ima^e  of  the  eternal  within  us.  It  was 
bestowed  upon  us  to  be  exercised  on  all  subjects,  and  to  guide  us 
in  all  our  reflections  and  investigations.  By  its  use  alone,  can 
an  enlightened  opinion  be  formed  on  any  topic.  In  no  case  can 
it  be  more  important  to  exercise  reason,  than  in  regard  to  religion. 
How  can  men  distinguish  between  the  different  systems  of  reli- 
gious faith  now  extant  in  the  world,  except  by  an  appeal  to  their 
reason  ?  Look  at  the  various  theories,  ranging  from  Catholicism 
to  Mormonism.  In  what  way  can  we  select  between  these  vari« 
dus  and  conflicting  systems,  except  by  the  exercise  of  an  enlight^- 
ened  reason  ?  Or  are  we  to  permit  ourselves  to  be  led  away  b;f 
the  first  artful  religious  demagogue  into  whose  hands  we  may 
cliance  to  fall,  without  daring  to  appeal  to  our  common  sense,  to 
know  whether  the  notions  he  would  have  us  adopt,  are  tine  or 
false  ?  It  is  because  men  have  not  reasoned  enough  on  religion; 
that  so  many  deceivers  have  been  enabled  to  delude  and  lead  astray 
the  multitude.  It  has  been  well  said,  **  He  who  cannot  reason  m 
ifool !  He  who  will  net  reason  is  a  hieot.  He  who  dare  not  rea- 
son, is  a  slave  !"  Let  all  men  reason  ^eely,  and  how  long  would 
Catholicism  stand  ?  Yea,  how  long  would  many  hoary  errors 
still  in  our  midst,  be  maintained  ? 

Is  it  said  that  instead  of  appealing  to  reason,  we  must  depend 
Hpon  the  scriptures  ?  But  how  can  we  determine  what  theecrip* 
tures  teach,  except  through  the  exercise  of  reason  ?  All  denom* 
kiations  (profess  to  draw  Dieir  tenets  from  the  Bible.  That  h^y 
book,  so  far  from  forbidding  us  to  depend  oa  our  t«AJsc^>  v^ 
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rites  us  to  its  exercise.  The  Most  High,  through  his  propheti 
calls  upon  as  to  reason.  *^  Come  now  and  let  us  reason  together, 
saith  the  Lord.  Though  your  sins  be  as  scarlet,  they  shall  be 
white  as  snow;  though  they  be  red  like  crimson,  they  shall  be  as 
<^ool."— (Isa.  i.  18.)  The  Savior  inquires,  "  Why  even  of  your- 
selves, judge  ye  not  what  is  right  V- — (Luke  xii.  57.)  St.  Paul  says, 
•*  I  speak  as  to  wise  men;  judge  ye  what  I  say." — (1  Cor.  x.  15.) 
In  these  instances  we  are  required  to  exercise  our  reason  oi  judg- 
ment, in  relation  to  religious  doctrines  and  duties.  If  it  is  our 
duty  to  reason  on  one  religious  topic,  why  not  upon  another  ? 
And  if  upon  any,  why  not  upon  that  most  awful  of  all  topics, 
the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punit'hment  ? 

What  are  the  decisions  of  Reason  in  rej^rd  tn  that  doctrine  T 
Look  at  the  sentiment  as  believed  by  Calvinists.  It  teaches  that 
God  foreordained  a  certain  class  to  endless  happiness,  and  passed 
by,  and  predestinated  the  rest  to  endless  torment  ]  and  that  be  cre- 
ated them  especially  for  that  destiny !  Does  reason  sanction  this 
sentiment  ?  Does  reason  teach  that  the  God  of  Love  could  cooly 
usher  his  own  ofispring  into  existence,  simply  to  furnish  himself 
wiUi/ue/  for  eternal  burnings  ?  Reason  utterly  rejects  the  idea, 
as  abhorrent  and  blasphemous ! 

Look  at  the  doctrine  as  advocated  on  another  eround.  Al- 
though God  did  not  predesttnate  his  creatures  to  endless  woe,  yet 
he  clearly  foresaw  that  if  he  ushered  them  into  existence,  endow- 
cklthem  with  moral  agency,  and  placed  them  amid  the  temptations 
of  this  world,  untold  millions  would  assuredly  fall  into  endless 
agony  and  blasphemy.  Does  rea.^on  approbate  this  theory  % 
Does  it  declare  a  God  who  is  good  unto  all,  could  persist  in  crea- 
ting with  such  a  destiny  in  view  ?  No  !  it  as  promptly  rejects 
it  as  the  Calvinistic.  A  Deity  possessing  even  the  compassion 
of  a  man,  would  not  create  dependant  beings  under  such  circum- 
stances !  He  would  allow  them  to  remain  in  non-entity,  where 
they  could  neither  bring  evil  upon  others,  nor  suffer  it  them- 
selves ! 

W  Calvinism  destroys  God^s  goodness,  love  and  mercy,  and  makes 
him  infinitely  cruel !  It  boldly  and  impudently  gives  the  lie 
to  the  Psalmist,  when  he  declares  the  ^^tendtr  mercies''''  of  the  Lord 
**are  over  all  his  works!" — (Ps.  cxlv.  9.)  Armenianism  (which 
my  opponent  advocates,)  is  equally  destructive  to  the  wisdom,  fore- 
sight, and  power  of  Jehovah.  It  represents  him  as  k  feeble,  short" 
sighted  and  disappointed  being.  According  to  that  system,  he  is 
FEEBLE,  in  desiring  and  deliberately  designing  to  bring  all  man- 
kind to  a  condition  of  holiness  and  happiness,  and  yet  having  not 
a  sufficiency  of  power  to  gratify  a  desire  so  holy,  or  to  complete 
a  plan  so  glorious !  This  is  a  perfect  contradiction  of  God's  own 
word,  which  declares  emphatically,  that  he  has  power  to  do  his 
will  and  accomplish  his  pleasure,  both  in  heaven  and  on  earth. 
—(Dan.  It.  d5.)    It  makes  the  Creator  SHORT-SIGHTED,  in 
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representiog  that  he  folly  believed  when  he  formed  his  plans  for 
the  salvation  of  all  men,  that  they  would  be  accomplished  with 
the  most  abundant  success !  Whereas,  on  the  very  first  attempt 
to  put  them  into  execution,  behold !  they  fell  into  inextricable  con- 
fusion ! ! !  And  an  innumerable  multitude  whom  he  was  design- 
ing to  save,  and  whom  he  really  thought  he  would  be  able  to 
save,  fall !  fall  ! !  FALL ! ! !  to  endless  sin  and  misery ! ! !  This 
representation  boldly  denies  the  truth  of  the  inspired  penman^s 
word,  who  asserts  that  God  "  declareth  the  end  from  the  begin' 
ning^  and  from  ancient  times,  the  things  that  are  not  yet  done." 
— (Isa.  xlvi.  10.)  My  friend's  Armenian  system  also  represents 
the  Deity  as  meeting  with  a  DISAPPOINTMENT— yea,  with  a 
double  disappointment.  First  in  creatine  men  under  the  original 
expectation  that  they  would  never  sin,  but  would  all  be  forever 
holy  and  happy.  But  when  the  race  was  formed,  they  fell  im- 
mediately into  sin,  and  disappointed  all  the  expectations  of  .Jeho- 
vah. It  represents  hira  as  meetine  with  a  second  disappointment 
when  he  sent  his  Son  to  rescue  tnem  from  the  ruins  of  the  fall, 
and  restore  them  all  to  righteousness,  truth  and  heaven !  He  be- 
lieved this  great  and  good  work  could  be  perfectly  done,  when  he 
despatched  the  Savior  to  accompHsh  it.  But  sad  and  terrible  re- 
verse !  When  Christ  endeavored  to  carry  his  Father's  plan  of 
Universal  Salvation,  into  effect,  he  met  at  once  and  forever  with 
a  defeat-,  which  amounts  almost  to  a  total  route.  A  great  major- 
ity of  those  the  Son  came  to  save,  and  whom  both  the  Son  and 
the  Father,  expected  he  would  save,  wander,  despite  all  his  ef- 
forts— despite  the  combined  power  of  God,  Christ,  and  Angels, 
into  endless  darkness  and  agony,  leaving  the  Father,  the  Son,  the 
Angels,  all  involved  in  an  overwhelming  and  infinite  disappoint" 
ment ! !  And  here  again,  we  have  a  plain  contradiction  of  the 
scriptures.  Through  the  prophet,  the  Most  High  declares — "  My 
counsel  shall  stand,  and  I  will  do  all  my  pleasure !'' — (Isa.  xlvi. 
10.)  St.  Paul  asserts  that  God  ^^worketh  all  things  after  the 
counsel  of  his  own  will." — (Eph.  i.  11.)  Thus  reason  condemns 
— totally  rejects — the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  in  any,  and 
every  form,  in  which  it  can  be  held  by  men. — iTime  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  THIRD  8PEICH.1 

Gentlemen  Moderators : — My  friend  Mr.  Austin  has  often  quo- 
ted a  few  passaees  from  the  Old  Ti*stament,  which  affirm — God 
"  will  not  cast  ofifor  ever ;"  "  his  mercy  endureth  forever ;"  and 
io  on.  I  have  already  given  a  particular  explanation  of  these  dec- 
larations, in  another  part  of  this  discussion,  in  which  I  have 
shown  that  they  are  connected  with  conditions,  either  expressed 
or  implied.  The  meaning  is,  God  will  not  cast  off  forever,  those 
who  have  incurred  his  displeasure,  but  will  grant  them  a  space 
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for  repentance.  The  gracious  overture  i»  made  to  all  sinnerii  du- 
ring Iheir  probationary  plate  :  •*  he  that  confesseth  and  forsakpth 
his  Bins,  shall  find  mercy."  But  how  Mantis  the  case  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism  ?  We  have  already  seen  there  is  no  mercy 
in  that  system.  To  be  merciful,  is  to  treat  sinners  letter  than 
they  deserve.  But  Universalism  contends,  and  Mr.  Austin  has 
contended  here,  that  God  never  does  this,  inasmuch  as  he  punish- 
es every  sinner  to  the/?///  extent  ol  his  deserts.  Now,  the  man 
who  has  been  already  punished  all  he  deserves,  is  certainly  exon- 
erated from  all  farther  punishment ;  hence,  he  not  only  is  not  dam- 
ned, but  he  is  in  no  danger  of  damnation.  He  therefore  does  n6t 
need  mercy,  to  save  him  from  final  and  endless  perdition.  Mercy 
has  no  application  to  this  subject,  and  indeed,  on  these  principles^ 
has  no  existence.  I  leave  the  audience  to  judge  whether  the  gen- 
tleman's frequent  recurrence  to  these  passages,  notwithstanding 
my  explanation  of  them,  and  their  incompatibility  with  his  theory, 
is  not  a  virtual  impeachment,  either  of  hid  judgment  or  candor. 

The  subject  of  capital  punishment  has  been  introduced  into  this 
discussion.  I  am  not  here  as  the  apologist  of  capital  punishment, 
though  I  have  never  yet  seen  sufficient  reason  to  doubt  its  propri- 
ety, or  to  change  my  views  of  its  necessity  for  the  adequate  pro- 
tection of  society.  But  I  have  not  referred  to  the  taking  of  human 
life  by  civil  government.  My  reference  was  to  the  divine  gov- 
ernment. I  said,  God  did  punish  men  without  remedy,  in  this  life 
— that  is,  he  inflicts  capital  punishment.  I  did  not  refer  to  judi- 
cial processes  against  the  criminal,  under  the  sanction  of  civil.gov- 
ernmenti  though  this  would  be  by  no  means  an  improper  illustra- 
tion. God's  judgments  against  the  ungodly,  in  this  life,  frequent- 
ly cut  them  off  from  the  blessings  of  his  government,  hopelessly. 
And  reasoning  from  analogy,  we  are  authorized  to  expect  similar 
inflictions  for  similar  reasons,  in  the  future  state  ;  hence,  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy  supports  the  doctrine  of  final  perdition.  As 
Grod  punishes  capitally  in  this  world,  his  changeless  character  and 
the  ;uniformity  of  his  government,  are  in  proof  that  he  may,  and 
probably  will,  punish  capitally  in  the  world  to  come. 

On  this  ground,  I  take  Mr.  Austin  at  his  word.  He  says,  if  I 
will  prove  to  him  that  God  punishes  men  without  remedy  in  this 
world,  he  will  admit  he  may  do  the  same  in  the  future  state.  Now, 
in  the  first  place,  this  does  not  need  proving ;  it  is  a  self-evident 
fact  It  stands  out  in  bold  relief,  on  almost  every  page  of  the  Bi- 
ble ;  and  in  the  providence  of  God,  it  is  a  fact  known  and  Vead  of 
all  men.  But  besides  this,  I  have  proved  it  in  my  argument  on 
the  analogy  of  nature.  Every  instance  in  which  a  sinnei's  life  is 
shortened,  or  his  reputation  or  health  destroyed  by  vice  or  crime, 
is  an  example  of  punishment  for  sin,  which  admits  no  reprieve  in 
this  world.  And  it  is  no  less  by  divine  authority,  because  it 
comes  in  the  way  of  natural  consequence.  God  is  the  Author  o{ 
that  constitution  of  things  wMch  deals  out  its  punishments  to  the 
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transgressor.  The  fact  is  established,  and  I  claim  the  benefit  of 
the  gentleinan*s  admission — that  GoJ  may,  that  it  will  be  in  har- 
mony with  what  we  know  of  the  government  of  God  here,  to  pun- 
ish the  incorrigible  transgressor  in  the  future  state,  beyond  the 
power  of  redemption — this  is  all  I  claim  as  proved  by  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy. 

In  my  last  speech  I  argued,  that  as  many  sinners  continue  cor- 
rupt and  miserable  during  their  whole  Hfe^  we  have  strong  reason 
to  believe  they  would  continue  so,  were  their  earthly  existence 
protracted  to  a  much  greater  length.  More  than  this  :  were  their 
earthly  existence  to  be  eternal,  instead  of  being  removed  from  this 
to  another  state  to  spend  their  eternity,  we  have  not  only  no  proof 
to  the  contrary,  but  the  argument  from  analogy — the  facts  con- 
nected with  the  history  of  the  antediluvians,  when  the  life  of  man 
was  continued  to  little  less  than  one  thousand  years — and  the  facts 
developed  in  the  history  of  thousands  coming  under  our  own  ob- 
servation, go  to  establish  the  conclusion,  that  many  would,  in 
that  case,  continue  sinful  and  miserable  ad  infinitum.  And  what 
has  the  gentleman  to  offer  in  reply  to  this  ?  Why,  he  thinks, 
were  the  existence  of  men  to  continue  always  on  earth,  or  in  the 
present  life,  they  would  not  be  always  sinful  and  miserable,  in  any 
one  instance,  because  tliere  is  a  recuperative  power  in  man,  which 
will  certainly  show  itself,  and  enable  its  possessor  to  roll  back 
the  tide  of  his  own  corrupt  nature,  reform  his  life,  and  return  to 
God.  Here  is  another  chimerical  notion,  introduced  to  relieve  the 
difficulties  of  a  visionary  and  false  theory.  This  innate  recupera- 
tive principle,  on  which  my  friend  depends  to  resist  and  overcome 
the  depravity  of  the  heart,  and  the  sensuality  and  corruption  of  the 
life,  has  no  existence  except  in  the  visionary  hrain  of  the  mere  theo- 
rist. "  The  whole  head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint,**  is  the 
language  of  scripture.  We  are  taught  by  Holy  Writ,  that  in  man,  in- 
dependently of  gracious,  supernatural  influence,  there  dwelleth  no 
good  thing,  and  that,  of  himself  ,  he  can  do  nothing.  And  yet  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  there  is  a  recuperative  power  in  man,  which,  at 
some  time,  can  and  will  resist  all  opposite  tendencies,  arrest  a 
downward  course,  and  restore  its  possessor  to  final  holiness  and 
happiness.  But  I  not  only  deny  the  existence  of  any  such  power 
in  man,  but  I  ^o  further,  and  say  it  is  directly  contradicted  by  all 
the  facts  furnished  by  the  history  of  our  race.  Amongst  all 
the  instances  of  reformation  ever  effected,  I  deny  the  existence  of 
a  solitary  case,  in  which  the  restoration  of  the  corrupt  and  de- 
praved was  achieved  by  the  spontaneous  and  independent  action 
of  any  principle  or  power  arising  out  of  human  nature  itself.  Hu- 
man nature  has  never,  in  any  part  of  the  world,  arisen  from  its  mo- 
ral degradation  to  moral  dignity,  holiness  and  happiness,  except 
'under  the  influence  of  the  gracious  provisions  of  a  merciful  God — 
and  not  then,  unless  those  provisions  have  been  voluntarily  re- 
ceived and  improved.    But  there  are  a  thousand  facte  to  the  con- 
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ttary.  Manj  nations,  who  were  once  refined  and  prosperons,  are 
noN¥  degraded  and  wretched,  and  some  of  them  are  only  known  in 
the  history  of  the  past.  There  are  many  examples  of  man's  de- 
generacy by  the  force  of  native  depravity,  but  no  examples  of  his 
naving  arisen  out  of  corruption  and  barbarism,  by  the  force  of  tn- 
herent  moral  principle  and  virtue.  If  we  should  admit  the  exis- 
tence of  the  principle  referred  to  by  the  gentleman,  it  would  not 
aid  him  in  his  cause,  since  it  has  never  yet  worked  out  a  single 
practical  result.  That  which  has  lain  dormant  for  6000  years  in 
the  human  constitution,  it  strikes  me,  can  furnish  but  poor  assu- 
rance of  its  future  action — poor  dependence  for  the  future  renova- 
tion and  happiness  of  the  human  family.  Moreover,  it  is  contra- 
dicted by  the  scriptures.  St.  Paul  speaks  of  some  who  were 
■*  ever  learning,  and  never  able  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth,"  and  of  others  who  are  denominated  '*  evil  men  and  sedu- 
cers," who,  instead  of  growing  belter  under  their  recuperative  mor- 
al energies,  **  waxed  worse  and  worse,  deceiving  and  being  de- 
ceived." Besides,  this  fantastic  notion  stands  opposed  to  the  na- 
ture and  design  of  the  gospel.  Does  not  Christ  say,  **  without 
me  ye  can  do  nothing  V*  Does  not  Paul  say,  **  by  grace  ye  are 
saved  through  faith,  and  that  not  of  yourselves,  it  is  the  gift  of 
God  V*  But  is  it  not  of  ourselves,  if  it  is  by  the  recuperative  pow- 
er of  our  own  natures  ?  What  perfect  nonsense  it  is  for  the  gen- 
tleman to  talk  of  a  Savior,  gospel,  and  salvation,  when,  after  all» 
he  rests  the  soundness  of  his  cause,  and  the  certainty  of  his  con- 
clusion, upon  the  innate  power  of  human  nature  to  react  upon,  re- 
sist, and  overcome  its  own  corruptions.  Finally,  this  notion  is 
proved  to  be  false,  by  the  nature  of  that  inoral  state  in  which  the 
sinner  is  said  to  exist.  It  is  a  state  of  death.  They  are  "  dead  in 
trespasses  and  sins."  When  Mr.  Austin  shall  explain  how  that 
which  is  dead  can  bring  itself  into  a  state  of  life ;  or  how  there 
can  be  in  deatk  a  recuperative  principle  or  power  which  can  react 
upon  death,  destroy  it,  and  end  in  lile,  then  it  will  be  time  enough 
to  give  particular  attention  to  the  logical  process  by  which  he  shall 
reach  his  conclusion.  Mr.  Austin  repeats  again  what  he  has  often 
8aid  before,  that  divine  punishment  is  reformatory.  I  have  already 
admitted  that  the  reformation  of  the  offender,  under  a  dispensation 
of  grace  and  mercy,  is  one  object  of  divine  inflictions.  But  it  is 
not  the  primary  design  of  law  and  penalty.  Nor  would  the  resto- 
ration of  the  sinner  ever  have  formed  an  object  to  be  attained  by  pe- 
nal visitations,  had  no  Savior  and  no  gospel  been  introduced,  to  re- 
lieve the  transgressor  from  the  stern,  unyielding  demands  of  jus- 
tice. Law,  of  itself,  knows  nothing  of  mercy,  and  only  allows 
its  exercise  under  the  moral  influence  of  a  vicarious  atonement. 
The  primary  design  of  penalty  was,  and  is,  to  deter  from  sin  ;  the 
Hconilary  desis^n)  to  vindicate  the  broken  law  by  just  and  deserved 
punishment.  This  second  design  is  answered  by  the  atonement 
of  Christ,  in  respect  to  all  who  repent  of  their  sins  and  believe  in 
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him.  Hence  Paul  says  he  is  the  propitiation  for  onr  nns,  '*  that 
he  (Grod)  might  b^  just,  and  the  justiner  of  him  that  believeth  in 
Jesus."  But  as  the  penalty  is  only  waived,  on  condition  of  repen* 
lance,  it  becomes  a  motive  to  induce  repentance  and  reformation. 
In  this  sen$e  oniy  are  divine  punishments  reformatory.  Mr.  Aus- 
tin's view  of  the  reformative  influence  of  punishment,  is  founded 
in  fundamental  error.  It  contravenes  the  nature  and  design  of 
law,  and  renders  the  gospel  unnecessary.  St.  Paul  tefls  us  that 
the  **  knowledge  of  sin**  comes  by  the  law,  and  that  there  is  no 
law  given  that  can  give  life.  Mr.  Austin  makes  life  and  salva- 
tion arise  out  of  the  law  itself,  by  making  it  the  necessary  result 
of  punishment.  St.  Paul  says,  **  by  grace  are  ye  saved  through 
faith  ;"  Mr.  Austin  says,  by  the  Jaw  are  ye  saved  throueh  pun- 
ishment. **  Behold  what  manner  of  love  the  father  hath  bestow- 
ed upon  U9,*'  in  making  our  salvation  the  necessary  result  of  pun- 
ishment ! ! !  Besidis,  how  ridiculously  absurd  it  is,  to  talk  of  the 
total  destruction  of  the  antediluvians,  the  Sodomites,  the  Korah- 
itcs,  the  Egyptians,  as  a  measure  adopted  to  reform  them.  If  they 
have  been  reformed  by  this  punishment,  when  and  how  were 
they  reformed  ?  Does  God  punish  men  with  sudden  and  violent 
death,  in  this  world,  to  reform  them  in  another  world  ?  Let  the 
gentleman  explain  this  subject,  in  connection  with  his  views  of 
sin,  and  its  relation  to  the  body  as  its  primary  source,  and  in 
harmony  with  his  notions  of  salvation  and  eternal  life.  Pshaw  ! 
It  is  all  nonsense.  It  may  do  to  talk  such  stuff  to  those  unac- 
customed to  think  for  themselves,  but  sensible  men  know  better. 
That  punishment  is  not  always  reformatory,  in  its  design  or  effect, 
we  have  scriptural  evidence  in  Prov.  i.  24-28 — ••  Because  I  have 
called,  and  ye  refused ;  I  have  stretched  out  my  hand,  and  no 
man  regarded ;  but  ye  have  set  at  naught  all  my  counsel,  and 
would  none  of  my  reproof ;  I  also  will  laugh  at  your  calamity ;  I 
will  mock  when  your  fear  comelh.  When  your  fear  cometh  as  de- 
solation, and  yonr  destruction  cometh  as  a  whirlwind;  when  dis- 
tress and  anguish  cometh  upon  you :  then  shall  they  call  upon  me, 
but  I  will  not  answer;  they  shall  seek  me  early,  but  they  sAa// 
not  find  me"  Also,  Prov.  xx\x.  1. — «•  He  that  being  often  re- 
proved, hardeneth  his  neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
without  remedy.** 

I  now  pay  my  respects  to  Mr.  Austin's  ne^ive  proofs.  One 
of  these  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  perdition  is  not  taught  in 
the  Old  Testament.  He  denies  that  the  idea  is  found  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  yet,  after  all,  admits  it  is  there,  by  saying  it  is 
contradicted.  How  could  the  writers  of  the  Old  Testament  con- 
tradict the  doctrine,  if  they  had  not  the  idea.  This  is  very  strange 
reasoning. 

It  will  be  recollected,  when  the  other  question  was  under  dis- 
cussion, the  gentleman  quoted  several  times  from  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, to  prove  his  doctnne  of  eternal  life  for  all  men.    Bat  how 
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coald  he  do  this,  without  admitting  the  idea  of  eternal  death  ?  It 
is  a  fact  as  weli  known  to  Mr.  Austin  as  to  me,  that  the  Jews 
claimed  eternal  life  fur  themselves,  and  rep^arJed  all  Gentile  nations 
as  outcasts  from  the  mercy  of  GoJ,  ani  the  benefits  of  final  saira- 
tion.  [t  was  not  until  the  Christian  dispensation  had  fully  opened, 
that  it  was  understood,  even  by  believing  Jews,  that  **God  is  no 
respecter  of  persons."  And  yet  my  friend  says  the  idea  of  endless 
punishment  is  not  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  that  its  promises 
and  threatenings  are  confined  to  this  world.  He  quotes  the  prom- 
ises of  the  Old  Testanient  to  prove  eternal  life,  and  yet  he  assures 
us  these  very  promises,  as  well  as  the  threatenings  of  tiiat  book, 
belong  only  to  this  life.     What  a  logical  freak  is  here  ! ! ! 

Mr.  Austin  : — [  beg  to  correct  my  brother.  I  did  not  qaoti» 
from  it  to  prove  eternal  life. 

Ma.  Holmes  : — Well,  if  it  suits  any  better — to  prove  that  all  men 
will  bejiaally  holy  and  happy.  Just  at  this  point,  I  wish  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  audience  to  two  very  strange  things.  First: 
He  makes  a  distinction  between  eternal  l/fe  and  final  holiness  and 
happinets.  How  a  man  can  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  without 
having  eternal  life,  I  leave  the  gentleman  to  explain.  And  for  the 
sake  of  consistency,  I  hope  be  will  do  it  in  his  next  speech.  The 
second  point  to  which  I  refer  is,  that  my  friend  quotes  the  prom- 
ises of  the  Old  Testament  to  frove  final  holiness  and  happiness^ 
and  yet  contends  that  the  promises  and  threatenings  of  that  book 
relate  wholly  to  this  world.  From  this  it  follows,  either  this 
world  embraces  all  worlds,  and  all  existence,  or  the  final  holiness 
and  happiness  for  which  he  contends,  is  limited  to  man*s  earthly 
state.    0  consistency,  thou  art  a  jewel ! ! ! 

I  will  take  up  this  point  again,  and,  in  the  proper  place,  show 
that  the  Jews  did  believe  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  and 
that  Josephus  believed  and  taught  the  same  truth. 

I  now  pass  to  consider  the  second  negative  argument  of  Mr. 
Austin,  based  on  the  assumption  that  endless  punishment  is  con- 
trary to  reason,  and  therefore  false.  I  was  a  little  surprised,  I 
confess,  that  the  gentleman  should  have  commenced  this  argument 
by  laying  down  the  premises  of  Infidelity ;  and  yet  I  know  not 
why  I  should  be  surprised,  since  Universalism  embraces  the  essen- 
tial  elements  of  Infidelity.  The  language  to  which  I  refer,  is  as 
follows:  **  He  that  cannot  reason,  is  a  fool ;  he  that  will  not  rea- 
son, is  a  bigot;  he  thatxiare  not  reason,  is  a  slave."  This  is  the 
precise  language  used  by  Thomas  Paine,  Robert  Dale  Owen,  and 
Abner  Kneeland,  in  their  career  of  infidel  blasphemy.  This  lan- 
guage does  not  state  ah  untruth  in  itself.  It  is  the  perverted  use 
of  it  to  which  [  object.  By  what  he  calls  reasoning  from  this  pre- 
mise, Mr.  Austin  arrives  at  the  conclusion,  that  the  doctrine  of  end- 
less punishment  is  false.  By  the  same  process,  Thooiai  FiaiDe 
convinced  himself  that  the  Bible  was  a  tissue  of  falsehoods,*^* 
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prophets  and  Apostles  knares  and  liars,  and  Christianity  a  fable ; 
while  Abner  Kneeland  went  still  further  in  the  same  direction,  be- 
ing guided  by  the  same  light,  until  he  came  to  the  profound  con- 
clusion—that <*  matter  is  God,  and  God  is  matter,  and  it  is  no  mat- 
ter whether  there  be  any  God  or  not."  If  my  friend  Mr.  Austin 
could  carry  out  his  views  of  human  reason,  he  would  soon  reach 
the  same  goal.  But  look  at  the  gentleman^s  consistency.  End- 
less punishment  Is  a  doctrine  of  heathenism,  he  has  told  us, 
and  therefore  he  cannot  believe  it ;  now  he  tells  us  it  is  false, 
because  contrary  to  reason.  And  yet  the  reason  of  the  heathen 
world  has  always  approved  the  doctrine.  The  heathen  believed 
the  doctrine,  because  it  agrees  with  their  reason;  Mr.  Aus^tin  re- 

i'ects  it,  because  it  is  believed  by  heathen — that  is,  he  rejects  it, 
because  their  reason  led  them  to  believe  it ;  and  he  still  farther  re- 
jects it,  because  it  is  contrary  to  reason.  Let  him  reconcile  these 
contrarieties,  who  can.  But,  to  show  the  unsoundness  of  Mr. 
Austin^s  argument  on  human  reason,  we  remark.  First,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  doctrine  oi  endles  punishment  inconsistent  with 
right  reason ;  the  difficulty,  if  any,  is  in  the  weakness  of  the  facul- 
ty, not  in  any  incongruity  in  the  subject  on  which  it  is  exercised. 
Secondly,  reason  is  a  weak  and  erring  faculty,  and  therefore  not 
to  be  trusted  as  a  guide  in  relation  to  such  subjects.  To  be  con- 
vinced of  this,  we  have  but  to  look  at  the  various  and  discordant 
speculations  of  men  in  reference  to  the  human  constitution,  and 
our  future  and  final  condition.  Professing  to  be  guided  by  pure 
reason,  some  have  concluded  that  man  is  all  material,  others  that 
he  is  all  immaterial ;  some  would  give  him  reason  as  an  infalli- 
ble guide,  others  would  make  him  the  slave  of  passion ;  some 
would  terminate  his  existence  in  the  tomb,  and  yet  others  will 
allow  him,  if  he  can,  to  live  on  beyond  the  tomb — and  thus  every 
variety  of  place  has  been  assigned  to  man,  between  a  brute  and 
a  God,  under  the  dictates  of  human  reason.  There  is  no  safety 
in  depending  on  reason  as  a  ^uide,  in  relation  to  moral  subject«i. 
St.  rauly  speaking  of  certain  characters  who  thought  as  Mr. 
Austin  does,  that  human  reason  was  a  sufficient  light,  says  res- 
pecting them,  '''•  professing  themselves  to  be  wise,  they  became 
fools.^'  Another  difficulty,  and  one  which  vitiates  the  whole  ar- 
gument of  my  friend,  is,  that  he  exalts  reason  above  the  Bible, 
and  makes  it  superior  to  the  voice  of  God.  What  is  the  proper 
office  of  reason  in  matters  of  religion  ?  This  is  the  only  im- 
portant question  in  relation  to  this  subject.  Mr.  Austin  makes 
it  the  prerogative  of  reason,  to  determine  what  the  Bible  ought 
to  teach,  not  what  it  does  teach.  This  is  clearly  making  reason 
superior  to  revelation,  and  disclaiming  the  necessity  of  revelation 
altogether.  Reason  has  no  business  to  prejudge  the  character 
and  propriety  of  the  truths  revealed,  but  its  office  is  to  determine 
what  those  truths  are,  by  a  fair  and  honest  interpretation  of  the 
l^anguage  of  scripture.    And  when  we  have  clearly  ascertaiaed 
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that  a  fact  is  revealed,  it  is  our  daty  to  receive  and  believe  it, 
whether  oar  reason  fully  comprehends  it  or  not.  If  the  subject 
be  obscure  and  mysterious,  it  is  not  because  of  any  incongruity 
in  its  own  i\ature,  but  because  of  the  weakness  and  blindness  of 
human  reason.  I  close  my  remarks  on  this  point,  at  present,  by 
a  direct  and  fiat  denial,  that  there  is  in  the  doctrine  of  endless 
punishment  anything  contrary  to  right  reason. 

My  fourth  argument  is  founded  on  two  of  Mr.  Austin's  af* 
firmative  arguments  on  the  last  question  discussed,  viz. — the  ^Hnis^ 
sion  of  Christ,'''  and  the  *'' antithesis''''  ofcetiain  passages  of  scrips 
tare.  From  the  mission  of  Christ  to  our  world,  he  argues,  all 
men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  By  this  argument,  the 
gentleman  admits  the  mission  of  Cnnst  was  necessary  to  the  final 
salvation  of  all  men  ;  hence,  on  his  own  principles  of  reasoning, 
men  were  exposed  to  eternal  death,  and  would  nave  been  lost,  if 
Christ  had  not  interposed.  That  this  conclusion  is  correct,  is 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  he  represents  Christ  as  the  subject  of 
derision  amongst  the  angels  of  Heaven,  in  case  he  should  fail  to 
bring  all  men  to  glory — ^'  here  comes  the  man  that  began  to  build, 
but  was  not  able  to  finish.^'  That  is,  he  came  to  our  world  to 
save  all  men  with  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  heaven,  and  if 
he  donU  effect  his  object,  the  angels  will  laMgh  at  him.  If  there 
is  any  force  in  this,  it  is  only  on  supposition  that  all  men  were 
lost  in  respect  to  their  final  state,  and  but  for  the  mission  of  Christ, 
not  merely  a  part,  but  the  whole  human  family,  would  have  been 
endlessly  miserable.     If  you  please,  just  stick  a  stake  here. 

The  second  argument  referred  to,  is  founded  on  antithesis,  as 
characterising  certain  passages  of  scripture,  where  one  thing  is 
placed  over  against  another  in  the  form  of  opposition,  or  contrast, 
as  follows :  *^  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be 
made  alive.^^  *^As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgmenit  came  upon 
all  men  to  condemnation,  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the 
free  gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life."  On  these 
passages  Mr.  Austin  remarked — *^what  we  lost  in  Adam,  we 
gained  in  Christ'' — from  which  he  concludes,  all  men  will  be 
saved.  Now  if  all  men  are  to  be  saved  on  the  principle  of  hav- 
ing gained  in  Christ  what  they  lost  in  Adam,  then  it  folbws,  as 
they  gain  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Christ,  they  lost  it  in 
Aiam  ;  and  here,  again,  we  have  the  logical  admission  of  Mr. 
Austin,  that  the  whole  human  family  were  lost,  in  a  sense  con- 
trasting with  final  holiness  and  happiness,  and  could  never  have 
been  saved,  if  Christ  had  not  interposed :  hence,  without  Christ, 
men  were,  and  are  exposed  to  eternal  death.  I  wish  the  audience 
to  look  at  this,  and  keep  it  in  mind.  If  Mr.  Austin  will  frankly 
give  up  these  two  arguments  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  the 
second  question,  I  must  yield  the  conclusion  drawn  from  them  in 
support  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  perdition ;  but  if  he  holds  on  to 
tbiaef  tiiea,  though  they  do  not  prove  the  truth  of  his  proposition, 
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tbey  furnish  me  with  an  unanswerable  proof  in  eonfirmation  of 
mine.  This  argument  may  be  summed  up  thus :  if,  as  Mr.  Aus* 
tin  admits  in  the  two  arguments  above  named,  the  world  is  lost— > 
exposed  to  endless  perdition  without  Christ  and  his  gospel — it  fol- 
lows, God  has  a  law,  the  ptnaitif  of  which  is  endless  death  ;  and 
those  who  now  reject  Christ,  and  despise  the  riches  of  his  grace* 
must  perish  everlastingly.  ^'  He  that  believeth  not.  shall  be 
damne  J."  br,  to  use  the  language  of  St.  Paul — **  To  such,  there 
remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for  sin-,  but  a  certain  fearful  looking 
for  of  judgment,  and  of  fiery  indignation,  that  shall  devour  the  ad- 
versaries."— (Heb.  X.  27.)  Thus  the  gentleman  is  taken  ia  the 
coils  of  his  own  net;  let  him  extricate  nimself,  if  he  can. 

I  now  call  your  attention'  to  my  fifth  argument,  founded  en  the 
doctrine  or  fact  of 

HUMAN  DEPRAVITY: 
The  eoDsUtnllj  increasing  power  and  inflaenoe  it  exerts  over  the  heart  and  life. 

It  is  not  my  intention  here  to  introduce  for  discussion  the  doc- 
trine of  natural,  total  depravity.  Nor  is  it  necessary.  This  argu- 
ment is  predicated  upon  facts  which  I  suppose  my  friend  Mr. 
Austin  will  not  dispute,  viz.  that  men  are  depraved,  and  that  it  is 
natural  for  this  depravity  to  increase  its  power  and  influence  over 
t'le  heart  and  life — that  is,  it  becomes  more  inveterate  the  longer 
it  IS  cherished,  and  exhibits  its  fruits  with  greater  and  greater  facil- 
ity, and  in  a  constantly  increasing  ratio. 

But  lest  ray  friend  Mr.  Austin  should  lack  clearness  of  concep- 
tion, and  dehniteness  of  view  on  this  point,  I  will  aid  his  mind, 
as  well  as  present  the  subject  to  the  congregation  in  a  convincing 
light,  by  the  following  considerations. 

1.  It  is  a  fact  that  all  men  have  ^one  out  of  the  way — "All 
have  sinned  and  come  short  of  the  rlory  of  God."  The  univer- 
sal prevalence  of  wickedness,  in  all  ages  and  places,  is  indisputa- 
ble. No  portion  of  our  race  is  exempt,  unless  they  have  become 
so  under  the  influence  of  the  restoring  system  of  the  gospel.  Now 
our  Lord  tells  us,  that  from  the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,  and 
a  long  catalogue  of  crimes  which  he  names :  but  the  heart  must 
be  in  an  evil  state,  that  is,  depraved,  before  it  can  give  birth  to 
evil  thoughts;  and  as  this  is  true  of  all,  therefore  all  are  depraved. 

2.  The  evidence  of  this  depravity  is  seen  in  infant  minds ;  it 
exhibits  its  fruits  in  resentment,  envy,  pride,  selfishness,  cruelty, 
revenge,  and  so  on,  as  soon  as  a  development  is  made  of  intelli- 
gence :  aflbrding  abundant  promise  of  the  future  and  more  finished 
work  of  depravity. 

3.  It  is  proved  by  experience.  Every  man  is  conscious  of  a 
natural  tendency  to  many  evils — a  tendency  which  exists,  though 
he  is  conscious  of  the  misery  entailed  by  indulgence,  and  though 
be  wishes  to  resist  and  overcome  it. 

4.  The  strength  of  this  depravity  is  seen  in  the  enonnity  of  tjh«. 
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erimes  to  which  men  abandon  themselres ;  and  the  numerous  and 
powerful  legal  and  moral  checks  and  restraints,  against  which 
this  tide  of  corruption  rushes  onward. 

Now,  without  adverting  to  more  scripture  testimony,  these  facts, 
proved  by  experience  and  observation,  make  out  as  clear  a  case 
as  can  be  established  by  moral  reasoning.  Now,  as  men  are  in 
a  state  of  depravity,  it  follows  that  they  are  not  saved — they  are 
under  condemnation  and  moral  death ;  hence,  as  long  as  they  re- 
main depraved,  they  remain  condemned  and  lost  to  virtue  and  nap- 
piness.  Thus  far  I  trust  I  have  the  consent  of  Mr.  Austin  himself, 
to  the  soundness  of  my  argument.  I  suppose  also  he  will  agree 
with  me,  that  the  depraved  man  is  necessarily  unhappy:  and 
that  the  strength  of  proof  that  unhappiness  or  misery  will  continue 
always,  is  equal  to  the  strength  of  proof  that  depravity  will  al- 
ways continue.  Here  let  it  be  understood  that  depravity  is  a 
moral,  not  natural  or  physical  evil— nor  does  it  arise  out  of  nat- 
ural or  physical  evil ;  hence,  it  is  not  subject  to  the  operation  of 
physical  laws.  Let  it  be  farther  observed  here,  that  the  burden 
of  proof  rests  on  Universalism.  Universalism  asserts  that  all  men 
will  be  finally  happy  :  hence,  it  is  bound  to  pro^e  that  all  deprav- 
ity will  be  destroyed,  as  well  as  all  its  effects.  If  there  is  a  fail- 
ure at  this  point,  then  Universalism  is  bound  to  admit  the  contin- 
uance of  misery,  since  depravity  and  misery  go  together.  But  in 
the  absence  of  positive  proof  that  it  will  come  to  an  end,  we  pro- 
ceed to  prove  that  it  may  and  will  continue.  And  if  we  prove 
only  that  it  may  continue,  we  put  it  forever  out  of  the  power  of 
Universalism  to  establish  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men.  In  proof  of  the  continuance  of  human  depravity,  we  offer 
the  foUowuig  thoughts] 

1.  Its  existeilC^  as  a  moral  evil  under  the  moral  government  of 
God.  The  bare  fact  that  moral  evil  exists,  is  proof  that  it  will 
continue,  unless  there  be  positive  evidence  that  power,  external  to 
itself,  will  be  employed  to  bring  it  to  an  end.  Depravity,  left  to 
the  operation  of  its  own  laws,  will  perpetuate  its  existence  ad  in^ 
finitum. 

2.  Depravity  shuts  out  moral  light  and  love  of  virtue  from  the 
mind,  and  promotes  a  relish  for  sinful  indulgence.  Hence,  the 
Bibl3  says,  "man  love  darkness  rather  than  light,  because  their 
deeds  are  evil."  They  resist  the  light,  neither  will  they  come  to 
the  light,  "  lest  their  deeds  should  be  reproved."  St.  Paul  tells  us 
of  a  class  of  sinners,  who  were  willingly  ignorant:  they  hated 
light  to  such  an  extent,  ani  depravity  hil  so  strong  an  influence 
over  them,  that  they  "did  not  like  to  retain  God  in  their  knowl- 
el-TQ^ — mi  their  love  of  sin  was  so  great  that  they  "rolled  it  as 
a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue."  Is  such  a  state  of  mind  and 
heart  favorable  to  the  destruction  of  depravity  1  is  it  not  rather  a 
pledge  that  it  shall  continue  ? 

S,  Fanishment  cannot  destroy  de^^rarity.    So  far  as  puniflh- 
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men t  arises  out  of  a  siDful  course^  it  is  a  natural  consequence  or 
effect  of  sin.  Hence,  this  punishment  cannot  destroy  sin,  because 
an  effect  cannot  destroy  its  cause.  So  far  as  punishment  is  positive, 
it  is  inflicted  by  the  law  ffiver,  as  the  penalty  of  his  violated  law. 
This  punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity,  because  it  is  its  object 
to  preserve  the  honor  and  stability  of  the  government.  First,  by 
guarding  the  law  from  infraction,  and  secondly,  by  seeking  satis- 
niction  when  it  is  transgressed.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
or  design  of  punishment  adapted  to  destroy  depravity.  Punish- 
ment may  act  as  a  motive  on  the  mind  of  the  smner — it  may  lead 
to  reflection,  to  repentance — it  may  lead  to  a  determination  to  em- 
brace the  gospel ;  but  in  this  case  it  is  the  gospel  that  destroys 
depravity,  not  punishment.  Depravity  cannot  be  destroyed  with- 
out the  operation  of  divine  grace ;  but  there  is  no  grace  in  pun- 
ishment, because  it  is  the  infliction  of  law,  and  there  is  no  grace 
in  law ;  therefore  punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity. 

And  if  we  wish  farther  proof  of  this,  we  have  it  in  the  practi- 
cal and  moral  results  of  the  systems  of  punishment  established 
among  men,  and  in  the  fact  that  thousands  persevere  and  die  in 
sin,  though  they  are  the  subjects  of  God^s  penal  dispensations  and 
visitations  in  this  world. 

4.  The  strength  of  depravity  is  increased  by  indulgence.  Ev- 
ery repeated  act  of  depravity  increases  the  sinful  bias  of  the  mind. 
On  the  principles  of  philosophy  it  must  be  so.  As  the  strength 
of  moral  power  is  improved  by  exercise,  so  the  strength  of  pas- 
sion and  principle,  whether  good  or  bad,  is  increased  by  indul- 
ffence.  The  stream  of  human  depravity  runs  downward,  and  the 
farther  it  proceeds  from  its  source,  the  more  deep  and  rapid  does 
it  become,  until  every  moral  barrier  and  virtuous  restraint  is 
swept  away,  and  the  sinner  abandons  himself  to  the  full  power 
and  influence  of  his  vicious  propensities.  Hence,  says  Paul,  speak- 
ing prophetically,  *'  evil  men  and  seducers  shall  wax  worse  and 
worse,  deceiving  and  being  deceived." 

Look  at  the  downward  course  of  the  drunkard,  the  liar,  the 
thief,  and  the  licentious  man,  as  practical  illustrations  and  confir- 
mations of  the  truth  of  this  position.  The  beginning  may  be 
small,  but  the  end  is  like  the  oreaking  away  of  dykes,  and'  the 
letting  out  of  water.  Do  these  facts  furnish  any  proof,  or  allow 
any  hope  even,  that  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy  ? 

5.  Thousands,  resisting  all  moral  restraints  and  reformative 
influences,  commence  active  life  under  depraved  principles,  in- 
crease in  depravity  as  they  grow  older,  and  leave  this  world  un- 
der the  unrestrained  influence  of  vicious  indulgence.  One  is  a 
tippler  at  twenty — a  drunkard  at  thirty — and  at  forty  dies  with  the 
^^  delirium  tremens.^^  Another  is  a  liar  at  ten — a  thief  at  twenty 
— a  murderer  at  thirty — and  to  escape  detection  and  punishment, 
ends  his  life  by  suicide.  And  in  various  ways,  tens  of  thousanda 
live  and  die^  exhibiting  no  other  feeUngtt  x!baii\AXx«\.^\.^^^A.i^»^ 
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love  of  every  thin^  riciotis.    Thus  we  have  shown  yofi  man,  de* 

J  raved  in  youth,  in  manh^d,  in  old  age,  in  death  particularly 
isplaying  his  ruling  passion  strongly,  as  far  as  we  can  trace  him. 
His  course  is  marked  with  blackest  moral  turpitude;  and  when 
he  leaves  our  sight,  *tis  done  by  a  depraved  act  of  peculiar  base- 
ness. Now,  where  is  he,  and  what  is  his  moral  condition  ?  Tell 
ms,  sir,  has  he  ceased  to  be  depraved  ?  If  not,  will  he  cease  to 
be  depraved  ?  If  so,  when,  ana  where,  and  how  ?  Let  me  have 
your  demonstration,  sir :  and  recollect,  nothing  short  of  demon- 
stration will  answer  here.  We  must  have  something  on  which 
the  mind  can  fasten  as  infallible  security.  We  saw  him  as  he 
passed,  and  he  was  depraved — we  saw  him  when  he  left  the  world, 
and  he  wad  still  more  depraved.  By  what  process  is  this  incar- 
nate devil  transformed  into  an  adoring  worshipper  at  God's  right 
hand  ?     We  wait  for  an  answer. 

'  In  the  meantime  we  remark,  the  onlv  remedy  for  the  deprav- 
ity of  man,  is  in  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  But  the 
benefit  of  this  is  only  enjoyed  by  those  who  use  the  proffered 
grace,  and  improve  the  light  reflected  upon  the  mind.  This  God 
gives  power  to  do ;  and  yet,  as  we  have  8ee«>  many  demise  and 
spurn  every  gracious  offer,  and  rush  on  madly  to  ruin.  For  such 
there  is  no  hope.  ^'  He  that  is  filthy,  let  him  be  filthy  still."  Thus 
we  have  shown,  that  the  depravity  of  man,  in  its  nature,  tenden- 
cies and  results,  goes  directly  to  establish  the  eternal  perdition  of 
the  ungodly.  Nothing  can  prevent  this  issue  in  regard  to  every  de- 
praved sinner,  but  his  timely  appropriation  of  the  appointed  rem- 
edy. Let  Mr.  Austin  disprove  this,  if  he  can.  Let  him  present  a 
thus  saith  the  Lord,  for  the  notion  that  man  is  to  be  redeemed 
and  saved  from  his  depravity  and  misery  in  a  future  world,  and 

I  promise  to  give  up  toe  point  and  suspend  this  disenssion.— 

[  Time  txpired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  THIRD  REPLY.] 

Brother  Moderators: — In  commencing  his  third  speech,  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  affirmative,  introduces  the  following  declaration  of 
the  Most  High — **  The  Lord  will  not  east  off*  forever.  But  though 
he  cause  grief,  yet  will  he  have  compassion  according  to  the  mul- 
titude of  his  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  willing:ly,  nor  grieve 
the  children  of  men.'' — (Lam.  iii.  31-33.)  It  would  be  difficult 
to  determine  why  he  called  up  this  passage,  in  this  stage  of  our 
discussion,  after  noticing  it  before  it  was  introduced  in  support  of 
the  affirmative  of  the  second  question.  The  probability  is,  how- 
ever, that  after  laborious  cogitation  he  fancies  he  has  luckily  dis- 
covered something  that  will  enable  him  to  weaken  the  support  it 
yields  to  the  salvation  of  the  world.  As  usual,  when  seeking  to 
destroy  the  most  positive  declarations  of  God,  the  £lder  veiy  mi- 
^emmonioUBky  nmnufactiiieB  a  oonditiou^  ^\^^V  \ia  tsAka  to  tb« 


ON  B1IDLK89  FUNISHMEHT.  479 

passage,  and  that  he  fancies,  makes  it  all  straight,  according  to 
orthodoxy.     So  ingeniously  has  this  improvine  of  the  word  of 
Jehovah  heen  done,  that  he  has  metamorphosed  one  of  the  most 
poeitiye  declarations  against  endless  punishment,  that  Deity  could 
utter,  or  human  language  express,  into  a  very  respectahle  proof, 
as  he  supposes,  of  the  very  doctrine  which  the  Creator  designed 
to  contradict.    God  says  he  "  WILL  NOT  cast  off  forever !"     Mr. 
Holmes,  after  having  dove-tailed  his  condition  into  the  passage, 
would  have  the  audience  helieve  he  has  adroitly  turned  it  around 
so  that  it  reads  directly  backwards,  in  regard  to  the  meaning  God 
designed  it  to  convey — as  follows :    "  The  Lord  WILL  cast  off 
for  ever.     Though  he  cause  grief  here,  yet  will  he  cause  greater, 
even  endless,  grief  hereafter ;  because  he  WILL  NOT  have  com- 
passion according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies.     For  he  DOTH 
afflict  willingly,  and  grieve  the  children  oi  men  ! ! !''     I  humbly 
suggest  my  friend  has  made  rather  too  free  widi  the  declarations 
of  the  Almighty!     Any  reader  of  the  Bible  can  see  at  a  glance, 
that  there  is  no  conditianality  attached  to  the  passage.    Whatever 
the  prophet  says  in  the  context,  either  in  regard  to  the  rewards 
God  bestows  upon  the  humble  and  upright,  or  the  punishments 
he  inflicts  upon  the  wicked,  in  no  respect  invalidates  or  weakens 
the  positive  assertions  of  the  passage  under  consideration.     While 
speaking  of  rewards  and  punishment,  the  Most  High  reveals  a 
primary  and  fundamental  principle  in  his  government,  viz.  that 
nowever  severely  he  may  leel  it  right  to  punish  his  disobedient 
children,  yet  he  will  not  cast  them  off  for  ever ;  but  that  in  the 
midst  of  judgment  he  will  remember  mercy,  because  his  mercies 
are  a  vast  multitude.     And  a  most  satisfactory  and  gracious  rea- 
son has  been  assigned,  why  the  Father  of  Spirits  is  thus  merciful. 
•*  He  doth  not  afflict  willingly,  [simply  to  torment,]  nor  grieve  the 
children  of  men !" 

But  the  Elder  fancies  he  has  met  with  a  **  windfall.'*  He  has 
found  a  passage  which  utters  something  about  being  cast  off  for 
ever.  David  once  said  to  his  son  Solomon — "  If  thou  forsake 
him,  he  will  cast  thee  off  for  ever." — (1  Chron.  xxviii.  9.)*  But 
in  what  sense  would  he  cast  him  off  for  ever  ?  Not  as  his  crea- 
ture— not  as  his  offspring — but  as  a  King.  In  other  words,  he 
would  take  away  his  authority,  his  dominion,  as  an  earthly  Ru- 
ler. The  principle  upon  which  God  would  continue  unto  him 
his  kingdom — his  regal  power  and  splendor — is  laid  down  in  a 
preceding  verse — **I  will  establish  his  kingdom  for  ever,  IF  he 
be  constant  to  do  my  commandments  and  my  judgments  as  sit  this 
day." — (verse  7.)  But  if  he  be  not  thus  constant,  then  Jehovah 
would  cast  him  off  for  ever  as  King  of  Israel,  and  deprive  him  of 
the  high  trusts  conferred  upon  him.    But  while  setting  him  aside 

*  This  pMUf*  hat  bMo  omitted  in  his  printed  speech. 
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as  an  earthly  monarch,  he  wotild  remember  mercy  as  a  fadier, 
and  restore  the  erring  in  due  time,  to  holiness  and  neaven !  *«%^ 
My  brother  opposite  insiAts  God  does  ponish  men  capitally  in 
this  life — that  sinners  sometimes  receive  as  punishment  for  their 
crimes,  bodily  injuries  from  which  they  do  not  recover.  In  taking 
this  position.  Elder  Holmes  reiterates  his  belief  in  punishment  in 
this  life.  Tl^is  is  a  direct  blow  from  bis  own  hand,  against  his 
favonte  dogma  of  Endless  Punishment  He  will  not  have  the 
hardihood  to  contend  that  men  will  be  punished  hereafter  and  for- 
ever, on  account  of  deeds  for  which  they  have  already  been  pun- 
ished in  this  world.  But  although  men  do  occasionally  experience 
bodily  injury,  in  the  present  li^,  as  a  punishment  for  sin,  this  is 
not  a  eapitai  punishment,  under  the  government  of  God.  Capital 
punishment  is  the  highest  punishment  which  a  tribunal  can  inflict 
on  a  culprit,  and  one  \^icn  removes  him  beyond  its  reach,  either 
for  good  or  for  evil.  But  such  is  not  the  character  of  any  bodily 
loss  which  the  government  of  Heaven  inflicts  on  the  sinful  in  the 
present  existence-  It  is  not  eapita/,  because  it  is  not  the  highest 
that  can  be  imposed,  even  in  this  world.  The  sting  of  a  guilty 
conscience  is  a  punishment  far  more  severe  and  terrible  than  any 
bodily  injury.  It  is  not  eapitai  because  it  does  not  take  the  cul- 
prit beyoml  the  jurisdiction  of  God.  It  can  endure  but  for  the  few 
years  of  this  life.  And  this  guilty  one  during  life  and  after  death, 
IS  still  under  the  control  of  his  Judge,  and  subject  to  any  influen- 
ces he  may  bring  to  bear  upon  him.  It  is  not  capital,  because  it 
is  remedial.  From  any  penalty,  any  suffering,  any  loss,  of  a  bod- 
ily nature,  God  can  bring  out  good  to  the  soul.  He  can  make  it 
instrumental  in  working  repentance  and  purification  in  the  hearts 
of  the  guilty. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  men  have  no  power  to  reform.  The 
supposition  that  they  have,  he  says,  is  against /acfs.  He  maintains 
that  the  world  is  in  a  degenerating  state  where  Christianity  does 
not  exist,  and  that  Africans  and  Indians  have  deteriorated  from  a 
former  high  condition  of  light  and  knowledge.  There  are  some 
singular  tbin)^  connected  with  these  assertions.  If  men  have  no 
power  to  reform,  pray  how  can  they  be  censured  for  not  reforming  ? 
Moreover,  with  what  blackness  does  the  assertion  cover  the  d^- 
trine  of  Endless  Punishment !  Crush  a  sensient  being  down  to 
endless  agt)nies,  for  failing  to  do  what  he  had  **  no  poxcer"  to  do  !  I 
The  declaration  that  men  have  no  power  to  reform,  is  absurd  in 
every  iioint  of  view.  So  far  from  being  supported  by  **  facts,** 
there  is  not  a  fact  in  existence,  which  does  not  contradict  it.  Ac- 
knowledging that  individuals  and  nations,  under  adverse  circum- 
stances may  deteriorate,  yet  take  any  or  all  such  individuals  from 
the  influence  of  these  circumstances,  place  them  in  an  intelligent 
and  religious  community — furnish  them  with  competent  teachers 
— and  not  one  of  them  in  possession  of  a  healthy  mental  organiza- 
iioa,  &at  what  would  rapidiy  urn^To^^  Vxv^\\^T«Xks.^^aQ{  mental. 
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moral  and  religious  knowledge  !  Does  any  man  in  his  senses  doubt 
this  ?    Then  all  men  have  power  to  reform  and  improve ! 

My  friend  declares  the  reformation  of  the  guilty,  is  not  the  whole 
object  of  punishment  I  have  not  pretended  it  is.  There  is  another 
object,  viz  :  its  influence  as  an  example.  These  two  purposes  com- 
pose the  entire  design  of  punishment.  Any  infliction  of  pain 
which  aims  not  at  both  of  these  objects,  cannot  claim  to  be  con- 
sidered punishment.  It  is  nothing  less  than  retaliation  and  cruelty. 
And  this  is  precisely  the  character  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Pun- 
ishment. Its  advocates  do  not  pretend  it  is  designed  to  induce 
reformation.  \i  inflicts  its  pangs  simply  to  torment  its  wretched 
victims.  As  to  example,  it  can  furnish  nothing  of  this  description. 
It  is  not  inflicted  except  in  another  world,  when  the  condition  of 
those  who  witness  it,  according  to  partialism,  is  irrevocably  fixed 
either  for  endless  joy  or  endless  woe !  I  Example  there,  cannot 
be  of  the  slightest  avail. 

In  support  of  his  position,  that  God's  punishments  are  without 
remedy — i.  e.  are  endless^  brother  Holmes  quotes  two  passages  from 
Proverbs.  The  first  is  from  Prov.  xxix.  1 — "  He  that,  being  often 
reproved,  hardneth  his  neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
without  remedy."  Can  it  be  believed  by  persons  of  good  sense, 
that  in  writing  this  sentence,  Solomon  designed  to  convey  the  idea, 
that  men  who  do  not  repent  in  this  life,  shall  in  the  next  world,  be 
tormented  forever  !  This  must  have  been  his  meaning,  if  he  used 
the  phrase  *'  without  remedy,"  as  my  opponent  contends  he  did. 
To  destroy^  literally  signifies  to  annihilate.  The  passage  therefore, 
if  considered  in  a  sense  strictly  literal,  would  prove,  not  endless 
misery,  but  the  total  annihilation  of  the  wicked.  As  it  cannot  be 
supposed  the  word  destroy  can  have  this  extreme  sense,  when  used 
by  scripture  writers,  in  refiereace  to  intelligent  and  moral  beings,  it.  is 
to  be  understood  as  indicating  severe  punishment.  In  construing  this 
passage  my  opponent  assumes  tbat  tne  phrase  "  without  remedy,** 
applies  to  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  punishment.  But  this 
cannot  be  admitted.  I  insist  it  applies  to  the  certainty  and  not  the 
length  of  the  punishment.  As  though  the  wise  man  had  said 
— *•  He  that,  being  often  reproved,  hardeneth  his  neck,  shall  sud- 
denly be  punished,  and  that  without  failure  .f**  It  was  his  object  to 
warn  the  sinful,  that  when  they  violate  the  law  of  God — when 
they  give  way  to  wicked  temptations — they  cannot  escape  the  just 
consequences  of  their  demerit.  There  is  no  remedy  they  can  apply 
to  save  from  punishment — no  cunningly  devised  scheme  to  allow 
men  to  riot  in  sin,  and  shift  the  consequences  of  their  guilt  upon 
an  innocent  substitute.  But  on  their  own  heads,  will  come  the 
just  penalty  of  God's  violated  law. 

The  other  passage  quoted  by  the  Elder,  was  Prov.  i.  28 — **  Then 
shall  they  call  upon  me,  but  I  will  not  answer.  They  shall  seek 
me  early,  but  they  shall  not  find  me."  He  would  have  the  au- 
dience understand,  that  the  scriptures  describe  \b\&  ^&  >^^  ^A^* 
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gaage  of  Gol.    I  am  paineJ  to  saj,  that  a  larpe  proportion  of 
that  class  of  clergymen  who  call  themselves  evangelical,  practice  a 
decepiion  in  quoting  this  passage  of  scripture  and  its  connection, 
which  is  totally  beneath  the  character  of  a  christian  minister.  The 
Terses  immediately  preceeding  that  just  given,  they  usually  quote 
as  follows : — "  6od  says,  because  I  have  called  and  ye  refused ; 
I  have  stretched  out  my  hand,  and  no  man  regarded  ;  but  ye  have 
set  at  naught  all  my  counsel,  and  would  none  of  my  reproof :  I 
also  will  laugh  at  yonr  calamity ;  I  will  mock  when  your  fear 
Cometh.      •      •      •    •    Then  shall  they  call  upon  me,  but  I  will 
not  answer.      They  shall  seek  me  early,  but  they  shall  not  find 
me."     If  these  clergymen  do  not  always  say,  in  so  many  words, 
that  God  utters  this  Fanguage,  they  quote  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
convey  this  idea  to  their  hearers.     How  abhorrent  the  calumny 
they  thus  cast  upon  the  character  of  the  holy  Grod  of  love,  in  striv- 
ing to  have  the  people  believe  that  he  will /uug4  at  the  torments 
of  his  own  children,  when  writhing;  in  endless  agony,  and  MOCK 
their  piteous  waiUnffs,  and  cries  oi  anguish  ! ! !     I  have  said  they 
did  this  to  deceive  the  people.    Is  it  not  so  ?    Can  it  be  possible 
there  is  a  clergyman  in  existence,  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know  that 
Solomon  represents    Wisdom  as  uttering  this  language,  and  not 
God  ?    It  cannot  with  propriety  be  contended  that  Wisdom  and 
God  are  synonomous  in  this  passage.     Wisdom  personified,  may 
be  considered  in  a  figurative  seUvse,  as  laughing  at  the  calamities  of 
those  who  have  slighted  her  counsels,  and  thereby  fallen  into  sin. 
Wisdom  may  well  declare  that  they  will  call  upon  her,  and  seek 
her  in  vain,  to  find  any  aid  to  save  them  from  the  punishmept  due 
their  crimes.    But  to  represent  the  Father  of  Spirits,  as  manifesting 
this  deadness,  this  want  of  all  sympathy  for  his  blinded  offspring, 
is  to  violate  every  enlightened  conception  of  his  nature  and  de- 
grade him  beneath  the  most  brutal  of  men  ! 

Mr.   Holmes  attempts  to  do  something  with  my  first  Negative 
Argument,  that  Endless  Punishment  is  not  found  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment.    But  he  can  find  little  to  urge  against  it.     He  inquires  how 
the  Old  Testament  could   contradict  that  doctrine,  unless  the  wri- 
'    ters  had  some  idea  of  it  ?    The  doctrine  might  be  contradicted 
without  having  any  knowledge  of  its  existence,  by  attributing  to 
God  such  qualities  and  characteristics,  as  would  utterly  forbid  it. 
But  I  have  no  doubt  the  Jews  in  Old  Testament  times,  had  heard 
something  of  such  a  sentiment.      It  was  believed  and  proclaimed 
by  the  heathen  nations  all  around  them,  and  they  had  unquestion- 
ably heard  it  advanced  and  defended  by  their  benighted  neigh- 
bors.    This  fact  that  the  heathen   who  had  received  no  revelation 
from  heaven,  believed  in  £ndles8  Misery,  and  that  the  Jews  who 
had  been  expressly  and  directly  taught  by  God,  wholly  rejected  it, 
is  full  of  aignificence— furnishing  as  it  does,  strong  corroborative 
evidence  of  'its  falsity  !      While  the  Jews  did  not  believe  in  re- 
wards and  punishments  in  a  future  world,  for  the  deeds  of  this 
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life.  th«y  did  believe  in  a  state  of  immortality  and  endless  happi- 
ness beyond  the  grave.  This  is  the  opinion  of  many  learned  com- 
mentators. It  is  also  evident  from  passages  in  the  Old  Testament, 
which  allude  in  plain  terms  to  existence  in  another  world ! 

My  friend  endeavors  to  show  that  the  Jews  believed  in  future 
punishment.  It  should  be  remembered  that  there  is  a  vast  distinc- 
tion between /v^rtf  and  endless  punishment.  Many  who  believe 
the  former,  totally  reject  the  latter.  But  there  is  not  the  slightest 
proof  that  the  Jews  had  any  belief  even  in  future  punishment, 
down  to  the  close  of  the  canonical  books  of  the  Old  Testament. 
That  they  afterwards  fell  into  the  grossest  errors  of  heathenism, 
is  admitted.  The  probability  is,  they  imbibed  the  Pagan  notion  of 
literal  torment  in  another  world,  in  connection  with  other  corrup- 
tions by  which  they  became  contaminated. 

Elder  Holmes  says  he  has  no  confidedce  in  Dr.  Paley,  as  a  the* 
ologian,  although  he  thinks  he  was  something  of  a  philosopher. 
He  has  no  confidence  in  Dr.  Paley,  I  suppose,  because  he  has 
strong  suspicions  Dr.  Paley  had  no  confidence  in  the  doctrine  of 
endless  punishment.  There  is  the  best  evidence  for  believing  that 
this  great  English  philosopher  and  moralist,  was  a  believer  in  the 
salvation  of  all  men.  The  articles  on  the  Will  of  God,  and  the 
Divine  Benevolence,  in  his  Moral  Philosophy,  are  based  on  the 
fundamental  principles  of  Universalism.  Several  incidents  in  his 
history,*  and  in  his  commendation  of  works  advocating  the  salva- 
tion of  all  men,  strengthen  the  belief  that  he  was  a  Universalist. 

Mr.  Holmes  engaged  in  a  protracted  effort  to  overthrow  my 
Mecand  Negative  Argument  drawn  from  the  dictates  of  Reason. 
This  is  downrignt  desperation.  A  man  who  feels  himself  driven 
to  reason  against  the  exercise  of  Reason — who  is  compelled  in  open 
day,  in  the  presence  of  this  enlightened  audience,  to  cast  dispar- 
agement and  distrust,  upon  the  highest  and  noblest  capacity  infinite 
Wisdom  has  bestowed  upon  human  beings — who  urses  his  fellow- 
creatures  to  disrobe  themselves  of  the  chiefest  faculty  which  dis- 
tinguishes them  from  the  brute,  and  trample  it  in  the  dust  beneath 
their  feet — must  be  reduced  to  SLaeztremiiy  pitiable  to  contemplate ! 
Yet  there  is  a  consistency  in  this  wretched  attempt,  coming  as  it 
does,  from  my  opponent.  Pledged  before  this  congregation  and 
the  world,  to  advocate  a  doctrine  which  violates  every  dictate  of 
reason,  heigth  and  depth,  length  and  breadth,  what  can  he  do,  but 
seek  to  overthrow  that  God-like  capacity.  It  is  not  a  matter  of 
ehoiee  but  of  necessity  with  my  poor  brother.     He  must  get  the  peo- 

?Ie  to  distrust  their  reason,  or  an  overwhelming  defeat  awaits  him. 
'his  road  so  low,  so  dreary,  so  unpromising,  is  nevertheless  the 

*  TIm  bias  of  hi*  mind  is  clearly  manifested  in  the  cirenmstance  related  by 
Bishop  Wauotti  that  while  at  College,  Paley  proposed,  and  was  anxious  to  discnsi 
and  defend  the  propoaition,  that  Eternal  Ponishment  eontnulicts  tka  DiTiae  At- 
tiibataa. 


only  one  in  which  he  ean  hope  to  be  prospered  in  this 
And  I  notify  my  friend,  and  the  public,  that  saccess  can  attend  his 
labors,  only  in  the  same  ratio  that  he  can  induce  those  who  listen 
and  those  who  will  read  our  debate,  to  vnkinge  their  reason,  lay 
It  aside,  and  blindly  receive  all  his  doctrines,  his  sophistries,  his 
assertions,  unseanned,  unquestioned,  and  undoubted.  He  of  course 
would  not  have  men  reason  on  thesubject  of  Religion !  For  rea- 
son is  fotal  to  false  systems.  It  overthrows  every  theory  resting 
on  tradition,  superstition,  or  ignorance.  It  is  exceedingly  trouble- 
some  in  detecting  the  artful  movemeats  of  sophistry,  in  its  covet 
attempts  to  establish  groundless  conclusions,  or  to  reach  sound  de- 
ductions from  false  premises. 

The  EMer  assures  us  that  instead  of  depending  on  reason,  he 
shall  draw  his  authority  from  the  Bible.  That  we 'should  draw 
our  authority  from  the  Scriptures,  in  regard  to  all  relieious  matters 
is  unquestionably  correct.  But  of  what  avail  that  the  Scriptures 
speak  to  us,  unless  we  exercise  our  reason  in  understanding  its 
langmage  7  The  Methodist  insists  the  Bible  teaches  free  gra  ca 
find  general  redemption.  The  Calvinist  contends  that  it  plaini  y 
1  ncuTcates  the  doctrine  of  election  and  reprobation.  One  class  go 
to  the  Bible  to  prove  the  endless  continuence  of  sin  and  misery, 
and  another  to  establish  the  doctrine  of  Univemd  Salvation.  How 
can  men  distinguish  between  these  conflicting  claims — how  detect 
the  true  from  the  false — ^how  determine  what  the  Scriptures  do  ac- 
tually teach  on  these  various  topips,  or  on  any  subject-— except 
throuffh  an  enlightened  exercise  of  Reason  ?  Reason  is  not  to  be 
placed  aboffe  the  Bible.  But  it  is  to  be  used  to  enable  us  to  ascer- 
'tain  what  doctrines,  principles,  precepts,  duties,  are  inculcated  in 
the  holy  word  of  God. 

The  gentleman  attempts  to  bring  reason  into  general  disrepute* 
because  it  is  sometimes  used  in  an  erroneous  manner.  He  says 
that  Paine,  and  other'  sceptics  and  errorists,  claim  to  draw  their 
theories  directly  from  the  dictates  of  reason.  I  suppose  he  is 
aware  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between  ettligfUeneaWad  unen* 
lightened  reason.  Because  the  child  errs  in  \h^  attempts  to  reason, 
are  we  to  infer  there  is  no  dependence  to  be  placed  on  that  no- 
ble capacitjT.  True,  the  sceptic  professes  to  follow  reason  in  es- 
tablishmg  his  vagaries.  But  when  we  come  to  test  his  notions, 
we  see  tnis  to  be  a  false  assumption.  Reason  does  not  3rield  them 
its  sanction  in  the  least.  When  its  true  voice  is  heard,  it  decides 
directly  against  skepticism,  and  every  species  of  error.  Reason  ia 
the  friend  of  truth — the  foe  alone  of  falsehood.  When  an  individual 
decries  its  exercise,  as  uncertain  and  unsafe,  it  is  prima  facie  efvi- 
denee,  that  he  is  seeking  to  establish  false  doctrines. 

My  friend  says  the  heathen  have  nothing  to  guidefthem  but  rea- 
son, yet  they  believe  in  Endless  Punishment.  I  am  aware  that 
sentiment  exists  in  the  midst  of  the  heathen.  But  so  far  from  ohf» 
taming  it  through  the  exercise  of  reason,  they  have  fallan  into  Its 
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beK«7e  from  a  want  of  rtason.  Does  not  the  Elder  know  that  it 
is  one  of  the  cardinal  points  at  which  the  heathen  priest  aims,  (in 
which  he  is  innitated  by  too  many  professedly  christian  priests,) 
to  make  his  dupes  believe  it  is  dangerous  to  reason  on  the  subject 
of  Religion  ?  Does  he  not  know,  moreover,  that  it  is  only  by  pre- 
venting his  followers  from  exercising  their  reason  on  reli^on,  that 
the  promulgators  of  Paganism  succeed  in  perpetuating  therr  foolish 
dogma,  from  age  to  age.  A  few  rays  of  the  pure  light  of  reason 
would  scatter  heathen  errors — their  plurality  of  gods — their  bloody 
sacrifices  to  propitiate  the  favor  of  their  deities — and  their  eternal 
torments — to  the  winds  of  heaven ! ! 

Elder  Holmes' /ourfi^  argument  in  defence  of  endless  punishment 
is  of  a  singular  compound.  It  is  framed  on  the  Mission  of  Christy 
together  with  something  of  an  antithetical  nature.  He  attempted 
a  little  shrewdness  in  framing  this  argument,  but  unfortunately 
failed  for  want  of  material.  It  is  built,  he  pretends,  on  mv  argu- 
ment on  the  Mission  of  Christ.  But  I  am  convinced  its  real  origin' 
is  this — that  having  failed  to  satisfy  himself  in  his  Reply  to  my 
argument  from  the  Mission  of  Christ,  and  from  Antithetical  pas- 
sages of  Scripture,  he  takes  this  method  to  improve  his  answers 
ouder  the  guise  of  a  new  argument  on  the  affirmative  of  this  ques- 
tion. He  might  as  well  however,  allowed  the  matter  to  rest  as  it 
was.  For  my  life,  I  cannot  see  any  force  in  his  present  eflfort. 
The  drift  of  it  is,  that  if  Christ  had  not  come  to  save  all  men,  they 
would  have  inevitably  have  beei^lost  Suppose  I  allow  this,  it 
would  be  very  far  from  proving  the  position  which  my  friend  af- 
firms in  this  debate,  viz :  that  some  part  of  mankind  would  suffer 
endless  misery.  But  I  do  not  allow  it.  The  idea  that  there  was 
but  one  possible  way  for  God  to  save  his  creatures  from  sin  and 
death,  is  preposterous,  as  I  have  repeatedly  shownr  Those  who 
thus  attempt  to  cramp  the  mighty  goings  forth  of  the  Eternal  in  the 
accomplishment  of  his  purposes  towards  man,  to  a  single  path 
— who  insist  that  there  was  but  one  solitary  chance  to  snatph  his 
creatures  from  the  jaws  of  endless  perdition,  and  that  failing,  he 
must  be  forever  robbed  of  his  children,  of  their  obedience,  their 
love,  their  gratitude,  because  Omnipotence  could  do  nothing  more 
for  them— display  a  grasp  of  intellect  and  perception,  of  marvel- 
lous dimensions ! !  If  there  was  but  one  way  to  save  the  world,  it 
would  be  as  good  as  a  million  to  a  pefeet  I>eity.  In  whatever  way  fn- 
fioite  Wisdom  decides  to  perform  a  work,  we  may  be  assured  it  is  a 
sure  and  perfect  way.  and  that  it  cannot  fail  of  accomplishment. 
But  there  were  innumerable  ways  in  which  God  could  have 
brought  his  creatures  to  salvation,  had  he  chosen  not  to  adopt  that 
revealed  by  Christ,or  even  had  that  failed  of  execution.  While  there 
is  Goodness  in  the  Divine  Nature — Wisdom  in  the  Councils  of  Hea- 
Ten — Omnipotence  in  the  Arm  of  Jehovah — there  cannot  a  reason- 
iible  fear  exist  that  he  will  suffer  himself  to  be  defeated  in  his 
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mat  and  worthy  parpose  to  bring  all  bis  creatures  to  himself  in 
holiness  and  bliss. 

As  to  the  antitketical  portion  of  this  argument,  all  I  was  able  to 
understand  of  it  was,  that  what  we  gain  in  Christ,  we  lost  in  Adam 
— by  which  I  suppose  he  would  have  us  believe  the  account  stands 
about  balanced.  Let  us  look  at  this  for  a  moment.  What  do  men 
loose  in  Adam?  or  in  their  Adamic  nature^  for  in  such  sense 
should  we  understand  the  word  "  Adam,*'  as  used  by  the  Apostle 
in  his  antithetical  declarations.  While  existing  in  their  Adamic 
nature,  men  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  lose  truth,  purity,  good- 
ness, and  happiness.  Of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt.  Hence,  if 
all  they  lose  m  Adam  is  gained  in  Christ,  then  in  due  season, 
they  will  be  restored  through  the  mediation  of  the  Redeemer,  to 
the  possession  or  those  qualities  which  they  had  previously  lost. 
I  now  pass  to  the  consideration  of  h\s  fifth  argument  in  the  Af- 
firmative, drawn  from  Human  Depravity.  He  says  he  does  not 
purpose  to  discuss  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity.  Why  not  ?  It 
would  be  as  appropriate  as  many  points  he  has  labored  to  drag 
into  this  debate,  from  my  side  of  the  house.  He  stands  here  as 
the  champion  of  the  Evangelical  school,  of  every  hue  and  shade. 
Total  depravity  is  a  tenet  which  has  prevailed  for  centuries  in  that 
school,  and  still  exists  in  its  midst.  My  friend  may  say  he  does 
not  believe  it.  What  then  ?  Did  I  not  declare  my  disbelief  in 
several  points,  which  he  charged  as  prevailing  among  Universal- 
ists  ?  Yet  he  has  thrust  them  forward  repeatedly,  and  strove  with 
a  pertinacity  worthy  a  better  cause,  to  hold  me  responsible  for 
them.  Upon  his  own  principle,  I  can  make  him  responsible  for 
/  total  depravity,  infant  damnation,  election  and  reprobation,  and 
'  every  aoomination  which  has  found  congenial  soil  and  rich  susten- 
ance in  self-styled  orthodoxy  for  ages  past. 

Mr.  Holmes  : — I  do  believe  in  total  depravity. 

Mr.  Austin  : — He  does  believe  in  total  depravity  f!\  hope  that 
will  be  set  down  and  remembered ! ! !  In  the  name  of  Heaven,  has 
it  come  to  this  1 1  Is  it  possible  that  in  this  enlightened  day-nn  the 
Nineteenth  Century — a  professed  Christian  minister  can  be  found 
who  will  boldly  and  unhesitatingly  announce  his  belief  in  this  ab- 
horrent sentiment  1 ! — a  sentiment  which  was  a  disgrace  even  to 
the  dark  and  ignorant  age  which  gave  it  -birth ! !  However  disa- 
greeable to  my  opponent,  I  must  again  appeal  to  the  feelings  of 
parents.  I  must  ask  fathers  and  mothers  what  they  think  of  this 
avowal !  What  their  estimation  is,  of  the  creed  that  inculcates, 
and  the  heart  which  utters  such  a  sentiment.  If  the  doctrine  which 
has  just  been  sanctioned  by  Elder  Holmes,  has  one  particle  of  truth 
connected  with  it,  then  mothers  I  the  babe  which  smiles  at  your 
breast — in  whose  sparkling  ejres,  and  dimpled  cheek,  and  expres- 
Mte  counteaance,  yoa  fain  believed  yoa  beheld  the  purest  pictars 
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of  innocence  that  earth  could  aflford— is  an  INCARNATE  FIEND! 
given  up  wholly,  soul,  body,  mind,  heart,  strength,  to  evil  and 
evil  only,  without  possessing  the  slightest  particle  of  goodness,  or 
a  single  quality  that  you  can  love.  Can  you  believe  this  ?  If  yoa 
can,  you  should  cast  your  infant  from  you,  as  you  would  spurn  the 
loathsome  reptile,  whose  touch  fills  you  with  shuddering  ana  dis- 
gust ! !  ! 

Mr.  Holmes,  then,  according  to  his  own  voluntary  declaration* 
believes  in  total  depravity.  There  are  some  conlradictions  involved 
in  this  declaration,  which  I  will  notice  for  a  moment.  In  the  first 
place  it  contradicts  his  assertions  heretofore  on  this  subject.  In 
his  ninth  reply  on  the  second  question,  he  distinctly  repudiates  the 
doctrine  of  total  depravity.  Now  he  adopts  it.  He  has  told  ue 
repeatedly,  and  indeed,  made  the  declaration  in  his  last  speech* 
that  men  frequently  grow  worse  and  worse — become  more  and 
more  depraved— aud  will  continue  to  sink  deeper  in  corruption  for- 
ever. Now  I  would  be  pleased  to  inquire,  when  creatures  begia 
existence  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED,  and  continue  to  grow  mor§ 
and  more  sinful,  what  kind  of  beings  they  will  get  to  be  when 
three  hundred  billions  of  years  have  passed  away  ?  While  my 
friend  is  answering  this  question,  I  would  like  him  to  inform  me 
also,  what  propriety  there  is  in  the  exhortations  he  sometimes 
makes  to  sinners,  to  induce  them  to  repent  and  reform !  Exhort  a 
being  totally  depraved — wholly  incapable  of  entertaining  a  good 
thought,  speaking  a  good  word,  or  doing  a  good  deed — to  become 
obedient  and  righteous ! ! !     Oh,  consistency ! 

The  sum  of  his  argument  on  human  depravity  is,  that  as  men 
are  no\v  depraved,  and  grow  worse  and  worse  through  this  life, 
the  conclusion  is  established  that  they  will  continue  in  this  down- 
ward career  forever  !  This  deduction  is  far  from  being  warranted 
from  the  premises.  While  it  is  true  that  some  men  erow  more  de* 
praved  apparantly  through  life,  it  is  equally  true  that  in  millions 
of  cases,  the  worst  of  men  have  repented  and  reformed  in  this 
world.  The  indisputable  fact  that  the  ipost  depraved  of  sinners 
are  frequently  brought  to  virtue  and  godliness  here,  afibrds  as 
strong  ground  for  believing,  on  the  principles  of  analogy,  that  all 
bad  men  will  eventually  relorm  hereafter,  as  my  friend's  reasoning 
aiTords  presumption  to  the  contrary.  Yea,  the  presumption  is  much 
stronger  in  favor  of  the  ultimate  repentence  of  the  wicked,  than  of 
their  endless  continuance  in  sin.  However  depraved  men  may  be 
they  must  pass  thiough  the  process  of  death.  None  can  doubt  that 
this  will  produce  a  maiked  change  in  their  condition,  and  in  all  that 
pertains  to  them.  It  removes  them  from  the  associations  and  in- 
fluences in  which  they  were  led  into  sin,  and  kept  there  in  this 
world.  It  cannot  be  disputed  that  this  change  of  circumstances 
must  be  vastly  favorable  to  their  improvement.  How  often  has 
severe  illness  alone,  worked  a  total  renovation  in  the  habits  of 
wicked  men.    It  brought  them  to  themselves — gave  them  an  o^. 
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portanity  to  reflect  maturely  on  the  course  they  had  pursued,  and 
the  wretched  effects  it  had  produced  upon  them — and  finally  re- 
sulted in  their  complete  restoration  to  virtue  and  godliness.  If 
such  has  been  the  effect  of  passing  through  sickness,  it  is  a  fair 
principle  to  presume,  and  without  any  yiolence  to  reason,  analoiey, 
or  nature,  that  similar  influences  will  be  wrought  upon  all  who 
pass  through  that  greatest  of  all  changes,  death/  Not  that  any 
physical  necessity  in  death  will  compel  a  change  of  moral  char- 
acter ;  but  in  experiencing  an  event  so  solemn — in  all  the  circum- 
stances which  accompany  it — in  the  new  scenes  and  associations 
into  which  it  will  usher  them — there  is  a  reasonable  certainty 
that  thoughts,  reflections,  a  mature  considering  of  the  past,  its  er- 
vors,  and  its  sufferings,  will  possess  the  minds  of  the  most  sinful, 
mnd  induce  a  sincere  and  genuine  repenience.  If  the  existence  on 
which  the  children  of  men  enter  at  death,  is  only  as  favorable  to 
human  improvement  as  the  present  world,  we  may  believe,  that  as 
the  most  guilty  frequently  reform  here,  they  will  reform  hereafter, 
mnd  eventually  all  will  become  pure  and  good.  And  why  should 
not  the  next  world  be  as  favoraole  to  promote  righteousness  in  the 
sinful,  as  the  present  ?  I  urge  this  question  on  the  mature  delib- 
eration of  the  nearer.  The  idea,  that  because  a  creature  has  been 
80  blinded  to  his  own  ^ood,  as  to  fall  into  wickedness  in  this 
world,  therefore  Grod  will  deprive  him  of  the  privilege  and  the  op- 
portunity to  repent  and  reform  hereafter,  is  so  utterly  in  violation 
of  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  Deity,  as  a  wise  and  just  Ruler,  and 
a  judicious  and  affectionate  Father,  that  it  is  not  possible  an  en- 
lightened and  reflecting  mind  can  harbor  it  for  a  moment.  The 
analogy  of  all  Grod's  works  teaches,  that  each  department  through 
which  any  creature  passes  in  its  progress,  is  more  and  more  favor- 
able to  a  developement  of  all  its  oetter  powers  and  capacities.  Is 
not  the  youth  in  possession  of  more  advantages  to  improve,  than 
the  infant  ?  Does  not  manhood  present  more  favorable  opportuni- 
ties for  improvement  in  everything  connected  with  our  welfare, 
than  childhood  ?  Is  not  Experience  continually  accumulating  its 
testimony,  and  throwing  it  into  the  scales  of  ripening  judg- 
ment, to  influence  man  from  the  dark  ways  of  sin,  into  the 
bright  and  pleasant  paths  of  uprightness  ?  Now  when  man  enters 
into  a  new,  and  still  higher  state  of  existence  in  another  world,  is 
this  great  and  wise  law  of  increased  advantage  for  reformation 
and  improvement,  to  be  abrogated  forever  ?  Is  he  to  be  taken  from 
its  operation,  and  placed  under  a  new  rule  never  before  heard  of, 
which  will  require,  that  because  the  creature  in  his  darkness  has 
stumbled  into  sin,  he  shall  be  deprived  even  of  the  privilege  of  re- 
formation T  I  demand  evidence  that  God  will  effect  so  important  a 
change  for  the  worse,  in  the  laws  of  man*s  being.  My  opponent 
has  shown  no  proof  of  such  change — he  has  not  attempted  it. 
Until  he  exhibits  some  reasonable  probability  of  so  moment nons 
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afi  alteration  in  GoiTs  dealings,  I  insist  the  balance  of  eridence  is 
infinitely  more  weighty  in  support  of  my  conclusions. 

The  evidence  that  those  who  may  have  continued  sinful,  and 
eren  grown  worse  during  life,  will,  through  a  combination  of  instru- 
mentalities connected  with  death,  and  flowing  from  other  sources, 
be  brought  to  reflection,  'and  repentance  in  another  stage  of  their 
existence,  is  greatly  strengthened  by  the  representation  which  the 
Scriptures  maKe  of  the  resurrection  state.  St.  Paul  instructs  us, 
that  in  the  next  life,  the  children  of  men  shall  be  clothed  with 
bodies  that  shall  be  incorruptible,  glorious,  powerful,  and  spiritual. 
— -(1  Cor,  xr.  42-44.)  The  idea  that  beings  clothed  in  sudi  bodies, 
shall  persevere  in  sin,  and  plunge  deeper  into  corruption  than  even 
in  this  life,  is  in  violation  of  every  dictate  of  reason,  and  strangely 
absurd.  The  description  which  tne  Apostle  gives  of  the  bodies 
which  mankind  will  possess  in  the  next  existence,  fully  corrobo- 
rates the  position  I  have  taken,  that  in  each  stage  of  man's  pro- 
Sressive  bein^,  increased  facilities  are  granted  for  improvement, 
[ere  our  bodies  are  composed  of  flesh  and  blood — they  are  filled 
with  animal  propensities,  with  tumultuous  passions,  through  the 
disorderly  operations  of  which  we  are  prompted  to  sin.  But  in  the 
next  sta^e  of  our  existence,  we  shall  be  clothed  upon  with  bodies 
pure  and  fflorious,  ajd  more  perfectly  adapted  to  tne  high  mental 
and  moral  endowments  which  God  has  implanted  in  the  soul.  The 
pretence,  that  while  man*s  progress  hereafter  in  bodily  respects,  shall 
be  upward  toward  perfection,  his  progress  in  moral  qualities,  will 
ht  downward,  seeking  infinite  deptns  of  polution,  is  another  marked 
violation  of  analogy,  good  sense,  and  the  laws  of  human  ezia- 
tence ! ! 

In  taking  his  position  that  men  will  forever  persevere  in  wrong, 
the  Elder  overlooks  God  —his  Holy  Spirit — Christ  and  his  Gos- 
pel !  He  forgets  that  they  all  aim  at  the  reformation  of  the  sinful. 
He  does  not  seem  to  understand  that  Christ  established  his  media- 
torial kingdom,  expressly  to  prevent  the  state  of  things  he  insists 
will  take  place  ;  and  that  if  the  Redeemer  is  competent  to  the  task 
he  has  taken  in  hand,  he  will  bring  all  at  last  to  noliness  and  hea- 
ven. He  strangely  loses  sight  of  the  important  fact  that  Grod*s 
spirit  is  irresistible  in  its  operations — that  whenever  Jehovah 
thinks  proper  to  exercise  it,  the  hardest  heart  of  man  is  melted 
like  wax  before  its  vivifying  beams.  He  forgets  that  the  Bible 
is  full  of  instances  where  the  most  sinful  have  been  converted,  by 
a  single  word,  as  it  were,  from  the  Almighty,  and  that  in  the  case 
of  any  sinner,  before  he  would  be  allowed  to  fall  into  irremediable 
ruin,  that  word  would  again  be  spoken,  to  arrest  his  mad  career ! ! 
Let  these,  and  a  thousand  like  considerations,  have  due  weight, 
and  it  can  but  be  seen,  that  the  argument  my  friend  attempts  to 
build  on  man's  present  depravity,  is  destitute  of  support  from  anal- 
ogr,  reason  or  the  Scriptures. 

-Mr.  Holmes  declares  that  the  borthen  rests  on  me  to  prove  that 
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man's  depmritj  will  be  destmyed.  I  take  the  Ifterty  to  iaf ofa 
him,  that  in  this,  he  again  attempts  to  change  the  postare  of  the 
parties  in  this  debate,  and  shrink  beick  from  the  responsibility  which 
rests  upon  his  own  sboalders.  It  is  not  for  me  to  proye  a  negative. 
He  affirms  that  man's  deprarity  will  be  endless.  Let  him  prove  it. 
This  is  his  plain  duty.  Tbe  simple  fact  that  a  man  is  now  sinful, 
is  no  moie  evidence  that  he  will  forever  continue  sinful,  than  that 
because  a  man  is  sick  to-day,  it  is  proof  that  he  will  remain  sick 
forever !  I  have  cot  off  all  approach  to  such  conclusions,  by  one 
important  circumstance,  viz  :  that  the  most  depraved  of  men  do 
often  reform,  even  in  this  world.  This  fact  peremptorily  forbids 
all  assamption,  that  because  men  are  now  depraved,  thev  must  re- 
main so  through  eternity.  And  when  to  this  is  added  all  the  con- 
siderations offered  from  other  sources,  the  position  stand*  in  utter 
nakedness,  without  the  slightest  support ! 

He  insists  that  punisKment  cannot  destroy  sin,  because  an  ellect 
cannot  destroy  its  cause.  I  have  not  contended  that  punishment 
of  itself  destroys  sin.  Punishment  arrests  the  career  of  the  sinner 
—brings  him  to  his  senses— fives  him  an  opportunity  for  mature 
reflection — and  thus  opens  the  way  through  which  those  higher 
influences  that  emanate  from  Christfand  his  Gospel,  can  flow  upon 
hie  heart,  and  lead  him  to  repentance  and  to  life. 

The  Elder  declares  there  is  no  grau  in  ptmishment,  because 
there  is  no  erace  in  law.  I  am  astonished  at  the  ignorance  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  God's  government,  manifested  in  this 
declaration,  rfo  grace  in  law ! !  From  what  did  the  Creator's 
law  emanate  ?  From  angler,  revenge,  hatred  ?  No ;  but  from  his 
goodness,  his  wisdom,  his  holiness !  Law  is  the  very  child  of 
grace !  Its  whole  object  is  to  promote  man's  interest  «nd  happi- 
ness. It  was  because  God  was  full  of  'grace,  of  favor,  of  good- 
ness, of  compassion,  that  he  enacted  his  law,  to  restrain  men  from 
sin,  their  worst  and  only  enemy,  and  bring  them  to  the  practice  of 
righteousness,  in  which  alone  they  can  find  happiness.  The  en- 
tine  law  of  God,  in  its  whole  spirit  and  intention  is,  but  an  embody- 
ment  of  his  infinite  erace.  It  follows  that  the  punishments  which 
his  law  inflicts,  are  full  of  grace.  This  is  evident,  not  only  from 
the  considerations  just  named,  but  from  the  fact,  so  frequently 
made  known  in  the  Scriptures,  that  punishment  is  designed  for  the 
amendment  and  reformation  of  the  guilty. 

Before  proceeding  to  my  next  Negative  Anrument  I  desire  to 
notice  briefly,  an  assertion  or  two,  made  by  ^der  Holmes  either 
in  his  first  or  second  speech  on  this  question.  He  asks  whether 
a  parent  would  not  separate  a  rebdtious  son  from  the  rest  of  the 
family  ?  I  can  see  no  force  in  this  inquiry,  except  such  as  bears  di- 
rectly aninst  the  sentiment  it  was  designed  to  support  If  a  pa- 
rent could  not  reform  his  son,  or  keep  him  within  ooands  in  the 
family,  he  would  undoubtMlly  remove  him  to  some  place  more  fa^ 
▼orable  to  his  amendmeat.    fiut  I  ask  in  return,  would  a  wise  and 
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good  parent,  in  removing  bim  from  the  family,  plaee  his  rebellious 
son  in  a  condition  where  he  knew  he  would  be  confirmed  in  his 
rebellion — where  he  could  continue  to  ^row  more  and  more  hard- 
ened and  corrupt,  and  where  be  would  have  no  opportunity,  no 
priffiUge,  to  repent  and  become  obedient  and  virtuous  ?  No  earthly 
parent  would  pursue  a  course  so  blind,  so  heartless,  so  absolutely 
malignant.  Yet  this  is  precisely  the  conduct  which  my  opponent's 
doctriuA  daringly  and  impudently  attributes  to  the  Father  of  all 
spirits  !  ! 

At  the  commencement  of  his  second  speech,*  Elder  Holmes 
charges  me  with  maintaining  that  man  is  not  a  moral  agent  kereaf' 
t0r,  and  hence,  he  cannot  be  a  moral  agent  hert.  And  when  I 
positively  denied  this  position,  he  had  the  effrontery  to  insist  my 
denial  was  not  to  be  received,  and  reiterated  the  charge— declaring 
I  had  taken  this  ground  a  score  of  times.  I  hardly  know  what  to 
think  of  such  conduct,  on  the  part  of  my  opponent.  I  can  attribute 
it  to  nothing  but  reckless  desperation.  The  man  really  does  not 
know  what  to  say  to  destroy  the  force  of  my  arguments,  except  to 
den^  point  blank  my  very  words ! !  Let  me  say  again  in  the  mostv 
Dositive  language,  my  position  is,  that  man  is  a  moral  agent  in  this  \ 
life — that  he  will  continue  so  in  the  next  worlds  and  forever  !  But  i 
his  moral  agency  can  never  enable  him  to  frustrate  any  of  the  pur-  j 
poses  or  plans  of  God.  The  Elder  also  asserted  at  the  same  time, 
that  I  maintain  all  men  will  certainly  be  saved  without  regard  to 
condition  or  contingencies.  This  charee  he  has  made  several 
times  heretofore ;  and  now,  in  the  face  of  the  distinct  denials  with 
which  1  have  repeatedly  met  it,  he  repeats  it  again.  Let  me  have 
patience  with  my  distressed  friend.  I  must  make  much  allow- 
ance for  the  unhappy  predicament  in  which  he  is  placed,  in  de- 
fending a  doctrine  he  knows  the  good  sense  of  the  more  enlight- 
ened classes,  utterly  repudiates.  1  repeat  again,  I  believe  all  men 
will  be  saved,  not  without  regard  to  conditions,  but  through  ^ful- 
fillment of  every  condition  tbe  gospel  has  enjoined.  As  to  contin- 
gencies, there  are  none — there  can  be  none — ^in  regard  to  the  ulti- 
mate fulfillment  of  the  purposes  of  an  infinitely  perfect  Deity ! 
Contingencies  are  uncertainties^  and  uncertainties  belone  to  the  pro^ 
ceedings  of  erring,  finite  beings,  not  to  those  of  an  innnitely  wise 
God! 

In  the  same  speech  Mr.  Holmes  declares  he  has  not  undertaken 
to  prove  that  parents  and  children,  brothers  and  sisters,  will  be 
forever  separated.  This  disclaimer  is  not  a  little  astonishing.  In 
my  first  speech  on  this  question,  I  asserted  that  the  preachers  of 
the  dogma  of  endless  woe,  were  both  ashamed  and  afraid  to  stand 
up  to  the  defence  of  that  doctrine,  in  its  true  colors.  They  are 
continually  seeking  to  conceal  its  odious  features.  But  the  gauze 
in  which  they  strive  to  enwrap  it,  is  too  transparent  to  effect  their 

'  '     '  ■  IJ    ■  ■■■■-Hill  I     I  ■■     i1     ■         ■■■■I  » 

*  Bee  p.  4tt. 
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purpose.  The  dedaration  of  my  opponent  is  in  full  eorrobora- 
tion  of  this  position.  I  cannot  allow  him  thus  to  back  from  the 
odious  sentiment  to  which  he  is  committed.  I  insist  that  he  has 
undertaken  to  prore  tbat  parents  and  children,  and  the  dearest  rel- 
atives will  be  torn  assunder  forever !  Or  what  is  the  same  thing, 
he  is  ardently  laboring  to  prove  a  doctrine  which  unequivocally 
asserts  this  separation.  If  the  Elder  believes  the  doctrines  he  de- 
fends, he  believes  parents  and  children  will  thus  be  separated. 
Why  does  he  shrink  from  this  horrible  fact  ?  Why  does  be  not 
frankly  avow  it  in  the  presence  of  this  audience  ?  1  have  no  doubt 
in  his  preaching  before  congregations  where  he  thought  it  might 
be  endured,  he  has  many  times  described  the  separation  of  parents 
and  children,  brothers  and  sisters,  at  his  famous  judgment  day. 
Why  not  give  us  a  specimen  of  his  eloquence  on  that  interesting 
theme  here  ?  He  knows  too  well  where  he  is — he  knows  too  weU 
the  odiousness  of  that  feature  of  his  doctrine,  to  expose  it  in  the 
presence  of  a  discriminating  and  investigating  audience. 

My  opponent  does  not  relish  my  allusions  to  the  shrieks  and 
howls  of  damned  spirits.  He  insists  my  object  is  to  turn  away 
the  attention  of  the  audience  from  his  arguments.  But  he  entire- 
ly mistakes  my  purpose.  Heaven  knows  I  want  the  people  to  crit* 
icise  his  reasoning.  When  so  strange  an  anomaly  is  presented, 
as  a  human  being  attempting  to  adduce  arguments  to  prove  that 
the  God  of  Love  will  allow  his  creation  so  to  terminate,  as  to 
plunge  countless  myriads  of  his  own  offspring  into  endless  ago- 
nies, when  he  could  save  them  by  a  single  word,  I  am  aniious 
that  such  arguments  should  be  weighed  in  the  scales  of  common 
sense.  Sure  I  am  the  more  deliberately  they  are  examined,  the 
clearer  will  their  fallacies  appear.  But  while  I  would  not  turn 
the  attention  of  the  audience  from  his  arguments,  I  would  draw 
their  attention  continually  to  the  awful  and  odious  features  of  the 
;  doctrine  they  are  designed  to  support.  The  Elder  believes — all 
his  brethren  in  the  Evangelical  ranks  believe — there  will-  be  wail- 
ing, shrieking,  howling,  in  hell  for  ever — that  the  commingled 
roar,  lamentation,  and  blasphemy,  wrung  by  infinite  agonies 
from  millions  of  tortured  souls,  will  go  up  from  the  abyss  of  helif 
to  form  a  horrid  chorus  to  the  songs  of  saints  and  angels  in  heav* 
en!!  Has  he  not  often  sung,  or  heard  sung,  the  well  known 
stanza — "There  will  be  wailing — wailing — wailing — at  the  Judg^ 
meat  bar  1"* 

This  being  the  grand  belief  among  those  who  receive  the  doc- 
trine of  endless  woe,  what  objection  can  there  be  to  my  holding 
■  ■  — — —  ■  fc 

*  **  Horrors  all  hearU  appal, 
They  quake;  they  SHRIEK;  they  CRT; 

Bid  rocln  and  moantaint  on  tfiem  Call ! 
Bat  rocka  and  moontaina  fly  !'* 
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up  tluB  heaatifid  feature  to  the  gaze  of  the  world.  I  shall  seek 
to  be  faithful  in  this  respect,  and  turn  the  attention  of  the  public 
to  the  real  enormities  and  absurdities  of  the  sentiment  whiqh  my 
opponent  is  endeavoring  to  bolster  up  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  Holmes  in  his  third  speech  charges  me  with  quoting  the 
promises  of  the  Old  Testament  to  prove  tinal  holiness  and  happi* 
ness,  and  yet  that  I  contend  the  promises  and  threatenings  of  that 
book  relate  wholly  to  this  world.  This  is  one  of  tlie  most  ground- 
less and  willful  misrepresentations  that  he  could  possibly  make. 
He,  and  all  who  have  listened  to  me,  well  know  my  position  on 
this  subject,  was  that  while  the  threatenings  of  the  Old  Testament 
are  conhned  to  this  life,  by  the  admission  of  the  most  enlightened 
orthodox  commentators,  many  of  the  promises  of  that  book  extend 
to  the  future  world,  and  give  us  an  assurance  of  a  final  state  of 
Universal  holiness  and  happiness.  A  large  class  of  these  prom- 
ises I  introduced  in  my  tenth  speech.* 

My  third  Negative  Argument  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  is  purely  of  Heathen  Origin,  That  the  heathen  be- 
lieved this  doctrine,  from  remotest  antiquity,  there  can  he  no 
doubt.  From  whence  did  they  obtain  it  1  From  God?  There 
is  no  reason  for  such  a  supposition.  The  only  authentic  revela-^ 
tion  from  the  Deity,  in  the  early  ages  of  the  world,  was  made 
through  the  scriptures  of  the  Old  Testament.  We  have  already 
eeen  that  he  did  not  reveal  that  sentiment  in  the  Old  Testament. 
This  point  is  acknowledged  by  several  able  orthodox  commenta- 
tors. Did  the  heathen  learn  that  doctrine  from  the  Jews  1  This 
could  not  be.  The  Jews  knew  nothing  of  it.  Their  law-givers, 
their  prophets,  made  no  allusion  to  a  sentiment  of  that  nature. 
Their  teachings  never  proclaimed  itj  but  inculcated  the  opposite 
theory,  that  there  was  to  be  a  ^*  time  of  the  restitution  of  all 
things!"  Where,  then,  did  the  heathen  obtain  this  doctiine? 
They  INVENTED  it !  We  learn  this  fact  from  their  own  con- 
fession. Cicero,  one  of  the  most  learned  and  eloquent  of  the  hea- 
then orators,  in  his  sixth  oration,  says  :  ^*  It  was  on  this  account^^ 
that  the  ancients  INVENTED  their  infernal  punishments  of  the 
dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe  in  this  life,  who,  without 
them,  would  have  no  dread  of  death  itself." 

Polybius  an  ancient  Greek  historian,  tells  us  plainly,  that  "  since 
the  multitude  is  ever  fickle  and  capricious,  fail  of  lawless  passions 
and  irrational  and  violent  resentments,  there  is  no  way  left  to  keep 
them  in  order,  but  by  the  terrors  offtUure  punishment,  and  all  the 
pompous  circumstances  that  attend  such  kind  of  FICTION.  On 
which  account,  the  ancients  acted  in  my  opinion,  with  great  judg- 
ment and  penetration,  when  they  contrived  to  bring  in  those  no- 
tions of  the  gods  and  a  future  state,  into  the  popular  belief."  Stra- 
bo,  another  Greek  writer,  speaks  to  the  same  purpote.     *'  It  is  im- 

*6m  pp.  327-330, 331.  / 
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\    possible,**  h«  says,  **  to  goyern  women,  aad  Um  gross  body  ai  the 
people,  and  to  keep  them  pious,  holy,  and  rirtaons,  by  the  pre- 
cepts of  Philosophy.    This  can  only  be  done  by  the  fear  of  the 
gods,  which  is  raised  and  supported  by  ancient yicfioiu  and  modem 
prodigies."    He  tells  us  furtner  that  **  the  apparatus  of  the  ancient 
*     mythologies  was  an  engine  which  the  legislators  employed  as  bug- 
\    bears,  to  strike  a  terror  into  the  childish  imagination  of  the  molti- 
'    tude."    One  cannot  but  be  struck  with  the  sunilarity  between  the 
ancient  system  of  Aloral  Philoiovhy,  and  that  entertained  by  cer- 
tain modern  religionists,  in  regard  to  the  best  method  to  hold  wo- 
men, and  the  gross  body  of  the  people,  in  restraint !     Thus  we 
prove  conclusively,  that  endless  punishment  was  an  **  invention,'* 
a  ^*  contrivance,**  a  '*  fiction,"  a  '*  bug-bear,"  invented  by  heathen 
-philosophers  and  law-makers,  to  frighten  their  loomtn  and  gron 
pmUi  mto  restraint ! 

We  can  trace  this  heathen  doctrine  back  to  the  very  first  sugges- 
tion of  the  idea.  It  was  the  custom  in  early  ages,  to  bury  their 
dead  in  deep  caverns  or  sepulchres,  dug  in  the  sides  of  mountains, 
or  in  the  bowels  of  the  earth.  The  dark  catacombs  of  £gy pt,  found 
to  this  day,  filled  with  multitudes  of  embalmed  bodies  of  the  dead, 
show  how  universal  the  custom  of  burj^ng  in  such  caverns  was, 
in  ancient  times.  In  relation  to  this  burial  custom.  Bishop  Lowth, 
in  his  L«^res  on  Hebrew  Poetry,  makes  the  following  observa- 
tion. **  Thus,  observing  that  after  death  the  body  returned  to  the 
earth,  and  that  it  was  deposited  in  a  sepulchre,  after  the  manner 
just  described,  a  sort  of  popular  notion  prevailed,  *  among  ancient 
nations,*  that  the  life  which  succeeded  the  present,  was  to  be  passed 
beneath  the  earth," 

Here  we  find  the  very  germ  of  the  idea,  that  the  eouU  of  the  dead 
descended  to  a  dark  place^  when  they  separated  from  the  body. 
But  we  trace  this  singular  history  still  farther.  These  gloomy  cav- 
erns and  dark  sepulchres  were,  in  some  places,  in  the  remote  ages 
of  antiquity,  inhabited  bv  a  mysterious,  savage;  under-ground  race 
ol  people,  sometimes  called  Cimmerians.  They  were  bu)od-thirsty 
in  their  disposition,  and  much  feared  by  dwellers  above  ground. 
Bishop  Lowth  in  reference  to  this  subject  sa^rs :  **  It  is  evident  that 
Homer  first,  and  Virgil  after  him,  derived  their  notions  of  the  tii/er- 
nal  regions,  from  these  Cimmerian  caves  of  Campania.** 

The  notion  of  an  infernal  region,  having  once  been  started  in 
this  manner,  it  did  not  reauire  a  great  length  of  time,  to  have  the 
suggestion  seized  by  heatnen  priests  and  legislators,  as  an  instru- 
ment of  terror,  to  an  ignorant  people,  in  a  benighted  age.  The 
idea,  so  simple  at  first,  was  in  due  time  magnifieato  a  vast  Hell  ! 
peopled  with  every  kind  of  infernal  spirit.  In  explanation  of  this 
matter.  Bishop  Lowth  remarks--**  The  prompt  and  fertile  genius 
of  the  Greeks,  naturally  adapted  to  the  fabulous,  has  eagerly  em- 
braeed  the  opportunity  to  indulge  in  the  wantonness  of  fiction,  and 
has  peopled  the  infernal  regions  with  such  a  prof osioaof  momtere 
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a»  eoald  not  fiil  to  promote  the  ridieuU  even  of  the  ignoiant  and 
the  vulg^." 

We  hare  thus  learned  not  only  that  Endleae  Torments  origina- 
ted among  the  heathen,  but  hare  seen  what  first  sugeested  the  idea 
to  them,  and  how  it  erew  up  in  their  midst.  Now  allow  me  to  ask, 
is  auch  a  doctrine,  the  invention  of  artful  heathen,  in  the  most  ig- 
norant age  of  the  world,  worthy  of  being  received  and  adopted  in 
this  enlightened  day,  as  a  Christian  sentiment  ?  By  what  mystic 
power,  by  what  strange  alchymy,  can  a  doctrine  strictly^  and  purely 
heathen  in  its  origin,  become  transformed  into  a  Christian  article  of 
faith  ?  Which  are  we  to  suppose  possessed  the  truth  on  the  sub- 
ject,  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  who  not  only  positirely  contradiC' 
ted  endless  punishment,  but  proclaimed  the  **  times  of  the  restitu- 
tion of  all  things,"  or  Homer,  Confucius,  and  heathen  priests  who 
taught  the  doctrine  of  future  and  endless  punishment  ?  The  Chris- 
tian advocates  of  that  sentiment  maintain  that  Christ  taught  it,  and 
incorporated  it  into  his  gospel !  I  deny  this.  I  insist  uat  by  no 
fair,  consistent,  enlightened,  construction  of  the  language-  of  our 
Savior,  can  it  be  shown  he  ever  taught  or  countenanceid  such  a 
doctrine.  We  have  seen  that  it  was  not  proclaimed  by  Moses  or 
the  Prophets.  They  taught  a  very  different  sentiment.  But  it  woe 
taught  by  heathen  priests.  Allow  me  to  inquire  which  would  Jesus 
be  more  likely  to  proclaim  and  incorporate  into  his  gospel,  doc- 
trines taught  by  heathen  priests,  or  those  revealed  through  the  an* 
cient  servants  of  the  Most  High  ? 

How  came  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  to  be  transmitted 
from  heathenism  into  the  Christian  church  f  This  is  very  easily 
explained.  It  is  well  known  to  all  who  are  conversant  with  Ec- 
clesiastical History,  that  after  the  conversion  of  Constantine  the 
Great  to  Christianity,  in  the  Fourth  century,  the  Christian  religion 
became  greatly  corrupted  in  all  its  fundamental  doctrines.  Im- 
mense multitudes  of  neathen  entered  the  church  of  Christ,  with 
little  or  no  change  in  their  pagan  notions  of  religion.  The  datk 
ages  began  to  spread  their  gloomy  pall  over  the  civilized  world. 
The  simplicity  of  the  gospel  was  lost  sight  of — its  most  grand  and 
glorious  doctrines  were  obscured  by  pagan  sujper8titions,and  finally 
rejected  entirely,  to  give  place  to  the  wilcf  vagaries  of  heathen 
Priests  and  Poets. 

Mosheim  describes  the  ignorance  that  prevailed  during  this  era, 
in  the  following  language — ^*  Nothing  can  equal  the  ignorance  and 
darkness  that  rei^M  in  this  century.  The  most  accurate  and  im- 
partial account  of  which  will  appear  incredible  to  those  who  are 
unacouainted  with  the  productions  of  this  barbarous  period."  Dr. 
Enfield,  in  his  History  of  Philosophv,  in  allusion  to  the  corruptions 
which  flowed  in  upon  Christianity  from  heathenism,  during  these 
dark  periods,  says — **  In  order  to  account  still  further  for  some  of 
the  more  striking  features  of  the  Eclectic  sect,  it  is  necessary  par- 
ticularly to  remark  the  arts  which  the  leaders  of  this  sect  employed 
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to  obstniet  the  progress  of  the  Chnstian  religion.  By  combining 
into  one  nystem,  all  the  important  tenets,  both  theological  and  phil- 
osophical, which  were  at  tbat  time,  received  either  in  the  Pagan  or 
Christian  schools,  they  hoped  to  confirm  the  heathen  in  their  at- 
tachments to  their  old  superstitions,  and  reconcile  the  Christians  to 
PiOANisM  \  Not  a  few  among  the  urofessors  of  Christianity,  suf- 
fered themselves  to  be  so  far  deluded  by  the  pretensions  of  this 
sect,  as  to  imagine  that  a  coaiUion  might,  with  great  advantage  be 
formed  between  its  system  and  Christianity.  But  the  consequence 
was  that  Pagan  ideas  sud  opinions,  were  By  degrees  MIXED  with 
the  pure  and  simple  doctrine  of  the  gospel.  The  fanatical  philos- 
ophy of  Ammonias  corrupted  the  pure  religion  of  Christ  ]  and  his 
Church  became  a  Aeld  of  contention,  and  a  nursery  of  error  /  The 
Fathers  of  the  Christian  church  soon  departed  from  the  simplicity 
of  the  Apostolic  age,  and  corrupted  the  purity  of  ttie  Christian  faith  !* 

It  was  in  these  dark  ages,  and  amidst  these  heathen  corruptions, 
that  Endless  Punishment,  with  its  kindred  sentiments  of  the  Trin- 
ity, Vicarious  Atonement,  Total  Depravity,  etc.,  after  having  been 
brought  in  from  Paganism,  and  propagated  for  a  length  of  time,.at 
last  became  lully  incorporated  into  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian 
church  and  declared  to  be  genuine  orthodoxy.  In  the  midst  of  this 
darkness,  ignorance,  and  corruption,  this  prevalence  of  heathen 
dogmas,  a#i  superstitions,  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  af- 
ter having  been  unquestioned  as  a  Christian  sentiment,  for  hund- 
reds of  years,  and  advocated  by  many  of  the  ablest  and  most  emi- 
nent theologians  and  scholars  that  had  arisen  in  the  church,  since 
the  days  of  the  Apostles,  was  finally  condemned  by  the  Fifth  Gene- 
ral Council,  in  A.  D.  553.  It  was  a  fit  work  for  a  dark  and  ignorant 
age,  and  for  a  body  of  Ecclesiastics,  ignorant,  debased  and  corrupt ! 

It  IS  a  remarkable  fact,  susceptible  of  the  plainest  proof,  tnat 
every  point  of  doctrine  now  considered  as  essential  to  "  orthodoxy** 
—«very  article  of  belief  which  distinguishes  self-styled  Evangelism 
from  the  more  liberal  sects,  who,  throwing  creeds'aside  draw  their 
tenets  directly  from  the  scriptures — are  corruptions  borrowed  from 
heathenism.  My  friend  will  pardon  me  for  saying,  I  cannot  but 
view  them  as  the  cast-off  slougk  of  Pagan  philosophy  and  priest- 
craft. What  are  the  points  of  belief  that  distinguish  partialist  sects 
from  others,  and  which  form  the  distinguishing  features  of  modern 

orthodoxy  ?    A  belief  in  Grod  ? — in  Christ  ? — m  the  scriptures  ? 

in  rewards  and  punishments? --in  repentance? — ^in  the  resurrec- 
tion ? — in  immortality  ?  No  !  no ! !  no  ! ! !  None  of  these,  for 
these  are  incorporated  in  the  doctrines  of  Universalists,  Unitarians, 
etc.  The  orthodoxy  of  the  limitarian  denominations,  consists  in 
their  belief  in  the  Trinity— Vicarious  Atonement — Total  or  Moral 
Depravity — the  personality  of  the  Devil — and  Endless  Punishment. 
Yet  every  one  of  these  dogmas  can  be  traced  directly  back  to  hea- 
thenism, as  their  original  and  legitimate  fountain  head. — [Tim% 
expired. 
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[MR.  holmes'  fourth  8PZKCH.] 

My  opponent  attempts  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  meeting  my 
argument  from  human  depravity,  by  raising  a  dust  in  respect  to 
toTo/  depravity :  thus  changing  the  issue,  by  connecting  my  deduc- 
tion with  premises  not  named  by  me,  nor  assumed  as  the  founda- 
tion of  my  argument.  I  have  not  introduced  the  subject  of  total 
depravity  into  this  discussion,  because  I  do  not  wish  to  clog, 
embarrass,  or  confuse  it  with  matter  which  has  no  direct  relevan- 
cy, and  can  only  be  properly  and  adequatelv  discussed  as  a  dis- 
tinct proposition.  To  such  discussion  I  shall  have  no  objection 
at  a  proper  time  and  place,  but  for  the  present,  I  hope  the  gentle- 
man will  be  contented  to  keep  to  the  subject  in  dispute — ^*  Is 
there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  tne  human 
family  will  be  endlessly  miserable  in  the  future  state  ?*'  In  what 
Mr.  Austin  has  already  said  arainst  total  depravity,  he  has,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  present  debate,  contended  with  a  man  of 
straw,  and  consumed  tmie  which  might  have  been  devoted  to  a 
better  purpose.  I  will  only  say  furtner  on  this  point,  that  it  is 
very  clear  the  gentleman  does  not  understand  the  doctrine  about 
which  he  says  so  many  bitter  things.  He  evidently  misappre- 
hends the  whole  subject,  and  consequently,  to  minds  well  instruc- 
ted in  Christian  theology,  his  remarks  must  appear  so  vet^  singu- 
lar, as  to  be  only  worthy  of  ridicule.  For  my  own  part,  though 
not  required  to  do  so  by  anv  obligations  assumed  by  me,  yet  so 
confident  am  I  of  the  soundness  and  defensible  character  of  the 
doctrine  for  which  my  friend  affects  so  much  contempt,  I  will 
explain  it  as  I  understand  it,  without  the  least  hesitation.  What, 
then,  do  I  mean  by  total  depravity  ?  Answer.  I  mean,  that  in 
consequence  of  defection  from  original  righteousness  though  vol- 
untary sin  and  transgression,  man  is  deprived  of  Grod's  moral  im- 
age, ^*  created  in  righteousness  and  true  holiness'^ — and  depraved 
in  his  affections,  so  as  to  be  of  his  oum  nature  inclined  to  evil  and 
that  continually.  Apart  from  the  benefits  of  atonement  through 
Christ,  he  possesses  no  moral  goodness,  and  no  moral  power 
which  he  can,  (of  himself,)  bring  into  exercise,  by  which  to  ac- 
quire moral  goodness.  But  as  Christ  has  died  for  all  men,  and  is 
"  the  true  light  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the 
world,*'  and  hence  all  men  are  more  or  less  made  partakers  of  the 
gracious  fruits  of  his  redemption,  by  which  they  are  brought  into 
a  state  of  initial  salvation,  and  have  the  promise  of  fincS  endless 
salvation,  on  condition  of  improving  what  they  have  received — it 
follows,  that  just  so  far  as  men  are  morally  and  spiritually  bene- 
fited by  Christ,  through  the  light  and  gracious  aids  of  his  Spirit, 
and  the  teachings  of  his  word,  they  are  elevated  above  their  natu» 
ral  state  of  total  deprivation  and  dejprayyity^  and  advanced  into  the 
gracious  state ;  that  is,  so  far  as  they  are  now  saved  bv  Christ, 
Uiey  are  not  now  totally  depraved.    You  will  recollect,  however. 
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that  the  argament  with  which  I  closed  my  last  speech,  was  based 
on  the  eeneral  fact  of  humaa  depravity,  and  not  on  taial  deprav- 
ity,  in  tne  technical  sense  or  use  of  that  term.  I  placed  it  upon 
this  ground,  because  I  supposed  Mr.  Austin  would  not  attempt  to 
dispute  the  fact  of  human,  depravity. 

Mr.  Austin  has  maintained,  as  you  doubtless  remember,  that 
sinful  and  depraved  men  can,  and  will,  at  some  stage  in  their 
downward  career,  recover  themselves  by  the  mere  force  and  en- 
ergy of  a  recuperative  moral  element  in  the  human  constitution, 
which  will  rise  up,  rebel  against^  and  roll  back  the  tide  of  mor- 
al corruption,  and  restore  them  to  moral  health  and  soundness. 

I  have  so  pressed  him  with  difficulties,  in  the  way  of  this  the- 
ory, that  to  avoid  them,  he  now  changes  his  ground,  by  bringing 
the  influence  of  Christ  and  his  gospel  to  the  aid  of  this  recupera- 
tive energy.  I  am  glad  the  gentleman  has  given  this  proof  that 
he  feels  Uie  force  ofmy  reply  to  his  strange  and  groundless  as- 
sumption, in  respect  to  the  inherent  and  independent  capabilities 
of  the  moral  nature  of  man.  But  I  wish  you  to  observe  particu- 
larly, that  in  bringing  Christ  and  his  gospel  to  aid  his  self-restor^ 
ing  theory,  he  gives  up  the  very  point  for  which  he  contended  in 
his  former  speech  with  so  much  confidence.  If  there  is  in  hu- 
man nature  a  recuperative  energy,  which  can  and  tpiU  react 
upon  and  destroy  its  corrupt  and  downward  tendencies,  there  is 
no  need  of  a  Savior ,  no  occasion  for  the  restoring  influence  of  his 
gospel,  and  it  is  neither  wicked  nor  unsafe,  to  reject  the  one  or 
despise  the  other.  What  does  a  man  want  of  a  physician,  who 
has  the  medicine  which  is  to  cure  him,  already  in  his  constitution  % 
What  does  he  want  of  a  Savior  who  can  save  himself  ?  But  on 
the  contrary,  if  the  Savior  and  his  gospel  are  supposed  necessary, 
in  any  sense,  to  the  flnal  salvation  of  men,  then  the  notion  of  an 
inherent  element  of  our  constitution,  which  is  of  itself  a  sufficient 
pledge  and  security  that  all  men  will  be  saved,  is  certainly  no  bet- 
ter than  refined  nonsense. 

Nor  does  it  help  the  case,  to  associate  punishment  with  this 
fantastic  idea  of  inherent  self-recuperation.  We  have  before  us 
the  history  of  the  world,  but  it  furnishes  no  examples  of  refor- 
mation by  the  moral  eflect  of  mere  punishment.  Thousands  have 
grown  worse,  the  more  they  were  punished,  and  have  died  with- 
out exhibiting  the  least  disposition  to  reform.  And  the  reforma- 
tion of  those  who  have  been  restored,  is  not  at  all  traceable  to 
punishment,  as  the  primary  and  efficient  cause.  Punishment  is 
the  effect  of  sin  :  and  to  suppose  punishment  can  of  itself  destroy 
sin,  is  to  commit  the  inexcusable  blunder  of  supposing  that  pain 
cin  cure  the  disease  which  occasions  it,  or  that  an  eflect  can  re- 
act upon  its  cause,  and  annihilate  it.  You  will  please  remember, 
we  are  speaking  of  moral  reformation,  not  of  intellectual  or  edu- 
cational refinement.  Mere  mental  culture  may  be,  and  often  is 
effected,  without  improving  the  heart.    We  find  many  examples 
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of  this,  in  every  nation  and  every  age.  But  aucli  improvement 
constitutes  no  part  of  moral  reformation.  It  is,  after  all,  but  a 
state  of  refined  barbarism.  The  reformation  of  the  heart  and  life 
so  essential  to  human  happiness,  and  final  salvation,  can  only  be 
l^chieved  by  the  g^cious  appliances  of  God's  system  of  restoring 
mercy. 

Mr.  Austin  again  repeats  the  allegation  referred  to  so  often  al- 
ready— that  I  am  here  to  prove  that  parents  and  children  will  be 
separated  on  the  day  of  final  decisions.  It  is  very  probable  there 
will  be  separations  of  this  kind.  They  take  place  in  this  world, 
bv  the  operation  of  moral  causes,  and  as  like  causes  produce  like 
eftects,  unless  counteracted  by  direct  and  superior  agency,  it  is 
fair  and  logical  to  conclude  that  the  wicked  and  abandoned  will 
be  separated  from  the  good,  as  one  of  the  natural  results  of  their 
sinful  course. 

But  I  am  not  here  to  assume  a  determination  of  what  will  be 
the  future  condition  of  any  one  of  my  auditors.  This  question 
must  be  determined  by  yourselves — by  the  principles  you  adopt,  and 
the  moral  practice  yot^putsue.  We  are  now  in  a  state  of  death, 
and  must  remain  so,  unless  we  make  use  of  the  means  of  salva- 
tion which  God  has  provided.  I  stand  here  to  assert  the  princi- 
ples of  God's  law  and  government,  and  vindicate  the  Law-giver 
and  Governor  from  the  charge  of  injustice,  so  wickedly  and  wan- 
tonly brought  against  him  by  Universal  ism. 

Mr.  Austin  stigmadzes  my  views  of  future  punishment  as  heath- 
enism. But  let  me  ask  the  gentleman,  is  a  doctrine  untrue,  because 
believed  by  heathen  1  Is  he  ignorant  of  the  fact,  that  most  of 
the  fundamental  and  acknowledged  principles  of  God's  moral 
government  have  been  preserved  amongst  all  nations,  and  are 
seen,  though  it  may  be  but  dimly,  even  where  the  light  of  written 
revelation  nas  not  extended  ?  There  never  was  a  nation  which 
did  not  embrace  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend,  nor  a  time  when 
they  had  so  corrupted  it,  as  to  hide  all  its  original  features. 
Whence  did  they  derive  it,  but  from  the  original  oral  revelations 
made  by  divine  agency  to  the  ancient  patriarchs,  and  preserved 
to  the  present  day,  by  means  of  tradition,  with  a  greater  or  less 
degree  of  clearness  1 

But  if  we  allow  the  full  force  of  Mr.  Austin's  objection  to  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  arising  from  the  fact  that  it  is 
recognized  by  heathen,  while  it  does  not  disprove  the  doctrine  it- 
self, it  contradicts  and  overturns  his  argument  against  the  same 
doctrine,  drawn  from  human  reason,  inasmuch  as  the  heathen, 
more  than  any  other  portions  of  the  human  family,  have  been  left 
dependent  on  the  deductions  of  human  reason.     According  to  the 

fentleman's  logic,  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  wrong — 
.  Because  it  is  contrary  to  reason.     2.  Because  reason  has  taught 
the  heathen  world  to  believe  it  true.    Here  is  a  fresh  specimen 
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of  the  haimony  and  consistency  of  Univeisalist  aifameots  I !    I 
siiall  have  more  to  say  on  the  subject  of  heathenism  hereafter. 

I  will  now  resome  my  affirmative  proofs,  presenting  as  my 
next,  an  argiunent  based  on 

THE  NATURE  OP  THE  DIVINE  LAW.  -^ 

The  law  of  God  is  like  himself,  perfect,  unchangeable,  and 
eternal.  It  is  a  transcript  of  the  divine  mind.  In  the  language 
of  Paul,  it  is  "  holy,  just,  and  good."  The  law  of  God  is  holy 
and  perfect,  because  it  is  the  embodiment  of  his  moral  perfection, 
holiness,  wisdom,  and  goodness,  adapted  to  guide  the  destinies, 
and  promote  the  happiness  of  his  intelligent  creatures.  It  is  the 
outward  and  tangible  expression  of  his  own  perfect  mind  and  will, 
as  relates  to  his  created  dependencies.  It  is  alike  the  rule  of  life 
to  angels  and  men,  and  to  every  part  of  his  vast  dominions. 

What  the  moral  law  of  God  is  now,  it  always  has  been,  and 
always  will  be.  It  is  as  changeless  as  the  character  of  God,  and 
as  enduring  as  his  throne  and  government.  Hence,  what  it  daims 
now,  it  will  always  claim.  There  can  be  no  abatement  of  its 
claims  upon  the  subjects  of  God^s  moral  government.  What  the 
moral  subject  is  bound  to  render  at  one  period,  he  is  bound  to  ren- 
der during  every  period  of  his  entire  existence.  Any  other  suppo- 
sition would  be  a  reflection  upon  the  government  of  Grod.  Should 
the  law  of  God  require  of  us  less  hereafter,  as  moral  subjects, 
than  it  does  now,  the  inference  would  be  irresistible,  either  that 
it  requires  too  muck  now,  and  is  therefore  unjust  to  man,  or  it 
will  require  too  little  then,  and  hence  be  unjust  towards  God.  In 
either  case,  there  would-be  manifest  imperfection  in  the  divine 
government.  But  as  this  thought  cannot  be  for  a  moment  indul- 
ged, hence  it  follows  that  what  the  law  demands  now^  it  will  al- 
ways demand.  If  we  are  now  under  obligation  to  love  God  with 
all  the  heart,  that  obligation  will  rest  upon  us  while  our  relation 
to  the  divine  government  continues — that  is,  forever. 

In  a  law  revealed  for  the  government  of  moral  beings,  there 
are  necessarily  embraced  three  particulars — the  rvde  of  action — 
the  reward  of  obedience — and  the  penaltif  of  transgression.  The 
reward  and  the  penalty,  are  the  sanctions  by  which  the  law 
is  enforced,  and  without  which  it  would  be  a  dead  letter.  And 
the  sanctions  are  as  eternal  as  the  law.  Indeed,  they  constitute 
a  part  of  the  law,  and  exist  in  eternal  union  with  it.  The  law 
can  no  more  exist  without  its  penalty,  than  the  penalty  can  exist 
without  the  law.  The  penalty  is,  therefore,  as  perfect,  change- 
less, and  righteous,  as  the  law  itself.  It  is,  therefore,  as  right 
and  just  that  the  penalty  should  be  inflicted  upon  the  transgres- 
sor, as  that  the  law  itself  should  require  obedience,  and  reward 
fidelity.  Hence,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  penalty,  it  is  as 
eternal  and  unalterable  as  the  law  itself.  There  can  be  no  such 
thing  as  law  without  penalty,  and  there  can  be  no  repeal  of  pen- 
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ahy  wifhont  a  repeal  of  tbe  law ;  and  as  God's  moral  la^  is  nerer 
repealed,  hence  its  penalty  must  be  eternal. 

MoreoTer,  law  knows  nothing  of  mercy.  It  makes  no  prori- 
sion  for  the  relief  of  those  who  incur  its  penalty.  Its  language 
is,  **  cursed  is  every  one  who  continueth  not  in  all  things  written 
in  the  law  to  do  them."  The  law  itself  affords  no  reUef,  or  grace^ 
or  power  of  redemption  to  those  who  sustain  the  character  of 
transgressors.  Its  demands  are  stern  and  unyielding  as  the  prin- 
ciples of  eternal  justice.  If,  therefore,  those  who  incur  the  dis- 
pleasure of  the  law,  and  hecome  obnoxious  to  its  penalty,  are 
ever  relieved  from  their  unhappy  condition,  it  will  not  be  by  the 
repeal  of  the  law,  nor  by  the  repeal  of  the  penalty,  nor  by  the  re- 
storing influence  of  the  law  itself }  for  all  that  the  law  does,  or 
can  do,  in  itself  considered,  the  condition  of  the  sinner  is  homeless. 

And  this  is  true,  let  the  penalty  be  what  it  ma^.  Penalty  is  a 
disability  of  some  kind,  and  be  it  what  it  may,  it  is  inflicted  by 
the  sanction  of  law,  and  as  it  is  inseparable  from  the  law,  and 
constitutes  a  part  of  law,  it  must  be  as  eternal  as  the  ]aw,  and  as 
the  law  is  changeless  and  eternal,  so  also  must  be  thepenalty. 
From  this  conclusion,  there  is  absolutely  no  escape.  Thus  far, 
our  argument  has  proceeded  without  regard  to  the  particular  na- 
ture of  the  penalty.  Whatever  its  nature  is,  the  conclusion  is 
irresistible,  that  its  duration  is  eternal. 

But  we  have  a  strong  and  really  unanswerable  confirmation  of 
this  conclusion,  in  the  rwXure  of  the  penalty,  as  revealed  in  the  Bi- 
ble. This  penalty  is  death.  '^In  the  day  thou  eatest  thereof, 
thou  shalt  surely  die."  The  *'  soul  that  sinneth,  it  shall  die." 
l*he  *^  waees  of  sin  is  death."  The  death  here  threatened  must 
be  physic^  or  moral  death,  or  both  :  but  whether  it  be  the  one 
or  the  other,  or  both  together,  matters  not,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
5treng[th  of  this  argument.  In  any  case,  the  penalty  is  death. 
We  will  say,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  the  penalty  here  threat- 
ened is  moral  death  alone,  and  what  is  the  conclusion  ?  Why,  as 
there  is  no  moral  life  in  moral  death — as  there  is  no  power  in 
moral  death  to  create  or  produce  moral  life,  hence  those  who  ex- 
perience this  penalty,  are  morally  dead,  and  as  death  in  its  own 
nature  is  eternal,  they  being  left  to  the  force  and  operation  of  the 
death  penalty,  are  forever  cut  off  from  the  enjoyment  of  spiritual 
life. 

If  Mr.  Austin  can  prove  that  death  is  not  in  its  ouim  nature  eter* 
nal — that  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death,  or  power  in  moral 
death  to  produce  life — then  he  may  evade  the  force  of  this  argu- 
ment ;  otherwise,  he  must  admit  that  the  penalty  of  the  law  is 
eternal  death. 

Recollect,  this  moral  death  is  the  condition  of  every  man  who 
does  not  now  enjoy,  in  himself,  the  benefits  of  redemption  through 
Christ.  This  is  the  position:  We  are  now  in  a  state  of  death. 
We  need  not  attempt  to  prove  that  men  will  die ;  they  art  dcAid^ 
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and  if  they  are  not  brought  out  of  that  etate,  it  must  be  perpetual 
and  eternal.  The  bouI  of  the  sinner  is,  by  virtue  of  the  force  of 
moral  death  itself,  last  to  all  moral  life  and  power  to  acquire  moral 
life,  only  by  the  redeeming  influence  and  power  which  accompa- 
nies God's  moral  administration,  founded  on  the  redemption  of 
Christ,  and  employed  to  effect  the  salvation  of  those  who  believe 
in  him. 

I  now  proceed  with  my  next  argument  in  proof  of  the  endless 
duration  of  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  founded  on  the 

NATURE  AND  DESIGN  OP  THE  ATONEMENT. 

In  our  last  argument,  we  proved  the  eternity  of  the  penalty  in 
two  ways.  1.  By  its  inseparable  connection  with  a  cnangeless 
law.  2.  By  its  own  nature,  death:  death  being  necessarily  eter- 
nal in  its  own  nature.  It  follows,  that  those  on  whom  this  pen- 
alty falls,  must  be  holden  of  its  power  eternally,  unless  delivered 
by  a  pardon.  But  if  this  is  effected  at  all,  it  must  be  done  in  one 
of  three  ways.  1.  By  some  provision  of  the  laio  itself,  or  2.  By 
the  exercise  of  mere  prerogative,  or  3.  By  an  atonement  that  shall 
make  satisfaction,  or  present  a  consideration  in  view  of  which 
the  sinner  may  be  released  from  the  grasp  of  the  penalty,  in  har- 
mony with  the  claims  of  justiceland  the  honor  oi  the  law. 

But  we  have  already  seen,  the  law  affords  the  transgressor  no 
relief ;  and  St.  Paul  says,  *'  if  there  had  been  a  law  given  that 
could  have  given  life,  then  righteousness  should  have  been  by  the 
law ;"  equivalent  to  a  positive  declaration,  that  there  is  no  law 
that  can  give  life  to  the  sinner.  Recollect  this  declaration  :  there 
was,  and  is  no  law  given,  that  can  give  life  to  the  sinner :  if  there 
had  been,  or  is  such  law,  then  righteousness  should  have  been  by 
the  law.  But  because  there  was  no  such  law  given,  Christ  was 
introduced  to  do  what  the  law  could  not  do.  I  ask  if  the  conclu- 
sion is  not  irresistible,  that  if  Christ  had  not  interposed  for  our 
relief,  inasmuch  as  the  law  provides  no  salvation,  sinners  must 
have  perished  forever  ?    That  is,  the  penalty  of  the  law  is  eternal. 

The  second  method  of  saving  sinners  named,  is  the  granting 
of  pardon  on  prerogative.  To  the  salvation  of  the  sinner  on  mere 
prerogative  or  clemency,  there  are  insuperable  objections  found 
in  the  essential  and  rectoral  justice  of  God.     Should  Mr.  A.  dis- 

Sute  this,  I  am  prepared  to  sustain  my  position  at  a  proper  time, 
loreover,  his  moral  attributes  stand  directly  in  the  way  of  such 
a  method  of  salvation.  For  instance — God  is  holy ',  his  holiness 
required  just  such  a  law  as  he  has  enacted,  enforced  by  a  penalty 
which  is  death.  But  if  his  holiness  requires  the  law,  it  also  re- 
quires the  infliction  of  its  penalty  upon  the  sinner.  Hence,  it 
must  stand  directly  opposed  to  the  unconditional  pardon  of  the 
sinner.  That  holiness  which  requires  the  law,  will  not  admit  of 
the  repeal  of  the  penalty.  The  same  remarks  may  be  made  in 
respect  to  the  goodness,  wisdom,  and  justice  of  God.    The  har^ 

Ik 
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monions  action  of  these  attiibutes,  led  to  the  enactment  of  a  law, 
the  penalty  of  which  was  death  ;  and  as  God  is  always  the  same, 
these  attributes  can  never  consent  to  the  repeal  of  that  law,  and 
as  no  sinner  can  be  pardoned  on  prerogative,  without  a  repeal  of 
the  law  with  respect  to  Aim,  hence  this  method  of  salvation  is 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  character  and  government  of  God. 

If  the  law  is  right  in  its  principles,  it  must  be  right  in  its  con- 
sec^nences.  If  it  was  right  to  enact  the  penalty,  it  must  be  right 
to  inflict  it.     If  be  right  to  inflict  it,  it  must  be  certainly  wrong  to 

§rant  an  unconditional  pardon.  Pardon  by  mere  clemency ,  is 
leref ore  impracticable,  under  the  government  of  God .  This  brings 
us  to  the  only  valid  ground  whicn  the  nature  of  the  case  admits 
of,  viz :  if  the  sinner  he  saved  at  all,  it  must  be  by  pardon  grant- 
ed in  view  of  a  satisfaction^  of  such  a  nature  as  will  honor  the 
law,  and  secure  the  ends  of  the  divine  administration,  while  the 
sinner  is  released  from  the  penal  consequences  of  sin,  and  allow- 
ed, if  be  will,  to  resume  his  allegiance  to  God.  Such  is  the  moral 
condition  of  man  as  a  sinner,  and  such  the  necessities  of  his  case, 
from  which  there  is  no  relief,  except  in  the  doctrine  of  atonement. 

I  know  what  mjr  friend  will  say  here.  He  will  say  that  the 
Jaw  is  satisfied  with  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  himself,  that 
the  ends  of  justice  are  attained,  and  the  satisfaction  required  ia 
given  in  this  way ;  but  when  he  takes  this  ground,  let  him  under- 
stand that  this  is  getting  righteousness  by  the  deeds  of  the  law, 
and  St.  Paul  denies  this  to  be  possible.  Moreover,  let  him  re- 
member that  the  penalty  is  deaths  and  that  it  is  eternal ;  hence  if 
the  sinner  must  satisfy  for  his  transgression  by  enduring  the  pen- 
alty, he  can  have  no  hope  of  salvation. 

Now,  if  we  can  show  that  it  was  the  design  of  Chrisf  s  advent 
to  save  man  from  this  condition — and  that  there  is  no  other  way 
of  deliverance  except  through  Christ,  we  shall  have  driven  another 
nail  in  a  sure  place,  and  confirmed  the  doctrine  of  the  eternity  of 
the  penalty  of  God^s  law,  beyond  the  power  of  successful  contra- 
diction. 

The  proposition  which  I  shall  maintain  here,  is,  that  it  was  the 
object  of  Christ's  advent  to  our  world,  to  make  an  atonement  for 
the  sins  of  men,  in  view  of  which  the  penalty  might  be  waived, 
and  a  dispensation  of  grace  and  pardon  be  granted  to  a  guilty 
world.  But  as  my  time  is  nearly  out,  I  will  not  enter  upon  this 
subject  until  I  speak  again,  whenl  can  finish  what  I  have  to  of- 
fer without  interruption. 

As  I  am  now  upon  an  ar^ment  from  the  atonement,  and  shall 
have  occasion  to  refer  again  to  the  Greek  word  ^^uper^*  I  will  in 
this  place  notice  more  fully  than  I  have  done  elsewhere,  a  criti- 
cism of  Mr.  Austin,  on  this  word.  His  object  is  to  disprove  the 
obvious  fact  that  the  word  "  uper'^  is  employed  in  the  scriptures 
to  signify  *•  in  the  place  " — «*  stead  " — or  ••  hJudf  of'* — and  hence, 
when  found  in  connection  with  the  death  of  Christ  for  sinners  v 
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the  meaning  is  that  Christ  died  in  the  room — stead—cr  place  of 
sinners,  or  in  their  behalf,  so  as  to  exonerate  them  from  the  neces- 
sity of  giving  penal  satisfaction  in  their  own  persons.  The  fol- 
lowing passages  show  the  manner  in  which  the  word  is  used. 
2  Cor.  V.  21. — "He  was  made  sin /or  (uper)  us."  14th  rerse, 
"if  one  died  {uper)  for  all,  then  were  all  dead."  John  xi.  50. 
'*  It  is  expedient  for  us  that  one  man  should  die  for  (uper)  the  peo- 
ple." Rom.  y.  6 ;  1  Peter  ii.  21,  iii.  18th  and  many  other  places, 
in  the  last  place  referred  to,  it  is  said,  "  Christ  hath  once  suffered 
the  just  {uver)for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  hring  us  to  Grod." 

Now,  all  the  proof  we  have  that  "  uper  "  does  not  signify  in 
the  stead  and /or  the  benefit  of  othert<,  is  found  in  the  naked  **tp«e 
dixit**  of  Mr.  Austin.  The  yery  examples  he  has  adduced  to 
yindicate  his  position,  prove  that  while  the  word  is  sometimes 
used  in  an  accommodated  sense,  that  is,  in  a  sense  inferior  to  its 
real  primary  signification,  nevertheless,  when  used  with  reference 
to  the  deata  and  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners,  the  sense  is,  that 
Christ  died  to  aave  sinners  from  death — that  he  suffered  to  relieve 
them  from  suffering.  If  the  reader  or  hearer  will  examine  the 
passages  brought  forward  as  examples,  he  will  find  abundant 
reason  to  justify  this  remark.     Moreover,  the  gentleman  virtually 

gives  up  the  point,  by  admitting  the  word  means  **  in  behalf  of.^* 
e  quotes  Robinson  as  authority  :  and  I  will  neither  dispute  the 
authority,  nor  the  definition.  Though  **i«;wr"  admits  a  more 
extended  signification,  yet,  if  I  can  have  the  one  here  admitted,  it 
is  all  I  ask  to  make  out  my  case.  Webster  says — "  behalf,  de- 
notes substittUion,  or  the  act  of  taking  the  part  of  another."  This 
is  precisely  what  I  contend  for.  Christ  was  tubstituted  in  the 
sinner^s  place,  and  so  acted  in  his  behalf  that  he  has  "  redeemed 
him  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  him." 
Hence  the  celebrated  Tholuck  remarks  in  his  comment  on  Rom. 
y.  8th,  "  While  among  men  there  is  none  who  will  thus  die  for 
the  innocent,  and  not  many  who  will  die  for  a  benefactor,  the  ho- 
ly one  submits  to  death  for  sinners,  for  those  who  had  offended 
against  God  himself.  It  was  a  noble  demonstration  of  God^s 
love,  that  while  men  were  all  involved  in  a  situation  of  revolt 
from  him,  he  suffered  Christ  to  appear  among  them,  who,  in  order 
to  break  the  power  of  evil,  took  upon  himself  the  conse^nces  of 
sin,  even  death  and  all  its  pains."  Also  the  distinguished  and 
very  learned  Dr.  Knapp,  commenting  on  the  same  verses — "  This 
cannot  mean  that  by  nis  death  Christ  gave  men  an  example  of 
firmness,  or  sought  to  reform  them.  For  in  verse  7th  we  read : 
There  are  but  few  instances  among  men  (like  that  of  Damon 
and  Pythias)  of  one  dying  for  an  innocent  friend :  and  indeed  the 
examples  are  rare  of  one  dpng  (as  Peter  was  willing  to  do  {uper 
kristau)  for  Christ. — John  xiii.  37.)  or  even  for  a  benefactor  {aga" 
fhos.)  But  there  is  no  example  of  one  d3ring  for  rebels  and  erimi' 
r,  to  rescue  them  from  the  deatjki  Nrhich  they  deserved ;  and 
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yet  80  did  Christ  die  for  us/'  Paul  could  not  haye  expressed  his 
meaning  more  clearly.  Accordingly  he  says,  2  Cor.  v.  14,  **Did 
one  die  for  all,  then  were  all  dead."  With  these  remarks  we 
dismiss  this  criticism,  and  think  we  shall  not  have  occasion  to 
return  to  it  again. 

Before  i  set  down,  however,  I  will  call  on  the  gentleman  again, 
to  announce  his  views  to  the  audience,  respecting  future  punish- 
msnt.  Does  he  believe  sinners  will  be  punished  after  the  present 
life  ?  If  so,  where  will  they  be  punished  ?  Does  he  believe  there 
is  a  place  in  the  future  world,  denominated  hell  ?  If  there  is,  how 
will  he  get  sinners  out  of  hell,  after  they  have  become  inmates  of 
that  place  of  punishment  ?  If  there  is  no  such  place  as  belli 
where,  and  how  are  dinners  who  die  without  repentance,  punish- 
ed in  the  future  world  ?  Any  information  on  these  points  will 
be  thankfully  received. — [Time expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIK^S  FOURTH  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen : — The  sixth  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  advances 
in  support  of  the  afErmative,  he  attempts  to  draw  from  the  Nature 
of  the  Divine  Law.  God's  Moral  Jaw  he  declares,  is  a  transcript 
of  his  own  divine  mind.  In  his  article  ip  the  Methodist  {Review, 
to  which  reference  has  frequently  been  made,  he  says,  the  law  is 
'*  an  embodiment  of  the  moral  perfection  of  God/'  and  is  '*  the  ex- 
pression of  the  iniinite  and  eternal  mind,  with  respect  to  himself, 
and  all  created  dependencies." — {Review  p.  417.)  Mr.  Holmes 
also  quotes  from  Wesley  as  follows :  '*  The  law  of  God  is  a  copy 
of  the  eternal  mind,  a  transcript  of  the  divine  nature;  yea,  it  is  tne 
fairest  offspring  of  the  *  everlasting  Father,'  the  brightest  efflux  of 
bis  essential  wisdom,  the  visible  beauty  of  the  Most  High." 

I  concur  decidedly  in  these  views  of  my  friend  and  his  father 
Wesley.  Unquestionably  the  Divine  Law  is  a  transcript  of  the 
nature  and  the  moral  perfections  of  its  author.  But  from  these 
premises,  I  draw  a  conclusion  very  different  from  that  at  which 
my  opponent  arrives.  What  is  the  nature,  the  moral  perfec- 
tion, of  God  ?  We  may  enter  upon  long  details  in  reply  to  this 
inquiry.  But  we  can  find  no  better  answer  than  that  furnish- 
ed us  by  the  Apostle  John,  who  sums  up  the  whole  compass  of 
the  Divine  Nature  in  the  single  declaration— *' God  is  Love!  !" 
The  Elder  may  not  like  this  definition,  in  this  connection^  but  it  is 
that  which  Deity  has  furnished  us  himself,  and  we  are  bound  to 
receive  it  as  the  truth.  If  Love  is  the  perfection  of  God's  nature, 
and  if  his  Law  is  a  transcript  of  that  nature,  then  it  must  neces- 
sarily be  a  law  of  Love.  And  if  it  be  a  law  of  Love,  then  the 
penalty  must  accord  with  the  dictates  of  Love.  For  penalty  is  but 
a  part  of  law,  and  is  designed  simply  to  carry  out  the  intention 
of  law.    How,  then,  can  any  thing  grow  out  of  God's  law,  or  its 
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penalty,  whicli  will  result  in  fixing  the  disobedient  in  a  state  of 
sin  and  woe.  The  Apostle  declares  that  *Move  worketh  no  ill 
to  its  neighbor."  The  whole  purpose  of  the  Divine  Law,  is  to 
carry  out  the  promptings  of  the  Creator's  infinite  love  lowar.ls 
man.  Its  enactments  and  penalties  are  desigaeJ  for  man's  good 
— to  turn  him  from  darkness  to  light,  from  sin  to  righteousness, 
from  that  which  entails  wretchedness,  to  that  which  imparts  the 
highest  felicity.  Such  being  the  intenlion  of  God's  law,  before 
my  friend  can  show  that  it  will  entail  endless  wretchedness  on 
any  of  those  over  whom  it  is  exerciseJ,  he  must  lirst  show  that 
it  is  an  imperfect  law — that  it  fails  in  accomplishing  the  object  for 
which  it  was  established.  In  ftne,  he  must  show  GoJ's  love,  in 
adopting  its  plans  to  confer  happiness  on  its  objects,  has  commit- 
ted a  blunder  so  egregious  and  monstrous,  as  to  pursue  a  course 
which  (b€$  work  ill  to  its  neighbor— ani  that  in  seeking  to  make 
men  everlastingly  happy,  it  has  been  so  short-sighted  as  to  take 
a  course  which  results  in  consigning  them  to  everlasting  misery ! 

Will  my  friend  acknowledge  that  God's  law  was  originally  de^ 
signed  for  the  good  of  all,  inJiviJuaily  and  collectively,  or  will 
he  not  ?  This  is  a  plain  question  and  admits  of  a  clear  and  dis- 
tinct answer.  I  hope  he  will  summon  courage  to  give  us  a  reply 
in  his  next  speeeh,  that  sh«all  come  directly  to  the  point,  without 
any  circumlocution,  or  any  dodging  the  point  in  a  long  harrangue 
of  words  which  have  no  bearing.  I  want  him  for  once,  clearly 
to  define  his  position  on  this  subject.  If  be  believes  the  law  of 
God  was  not  designed  to  promote  the  good,  anJ  secure  the  final 
happiness  of  all  men,  then  he  steps  upon  the  old  Calvinistic  plat- 
form, and  virtually  embraces  the  doctrine  of  Election  and  Hepro- 
'  bation.  But  if  he  acknowledges  the  Divine  Law  was  orij?;inally  de- 
signed solely  to  secure  the  everlasting  felicity  of  every  human  be- 
ing, then  I  ask  him  to  show'why  God  executed  that  law  in  such  a 
manner,  or  annexed  such  a  penalty  to  it,  as  to  result  in  engulphing 
countless  millions  in  endless  woe — a  condition  directly  the  oppo- 
site of  that  for  which  he  enacted  the  law,  and  at  which  he  was 
continually  aiming  in  putting  it  in  force  ?  Moreover,  if  such  will 
be  the  result  of  the  operation  of  the  bw,  will  he  show  us  how  to 
avoid  the  conclusion,  that  there  must  have  been  no  foresight  in 
originally  enacting  the  law,  nor  the  least  wisdom  in  putting  it  into 
practical  execution. 

No  truth  can  be  more  apparent,  than  that  the  views  entertained  by 
my  opponent,  degrade  the  government  of  Jehovah  to  an  equality  with 
man's,  in  every  thing  imperfect,  short-sigttted,  unwise,  weak  and  fee- 
ble. Is  there  a  person  in  this  audience,  who  does  not  clearly  see,  that 
the  whole  aim  of  Elder  Holmes  is  to  prove  that  Goi's  law  U  so 
blind  and  unwise  as  while  striving  to  promote  the  happiness  of 
men,  it  stumbles  into  measures  which  destroys  that  happiness  for- 
ever ?  Can  any  one  fail  to  discover  that  his  success  in  this  debate 
'\pendB  entirtiy  opon  hit  convincing  the  people,  that  God*0  |;ot- 
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ernraent  and  laws,  are  the  most  feeble,  erring  and  imperfect  things 
in  existence ~ trying  to  confer  an  immense  benefit  on  the  world, 
yet  like  a  blinded  child,  causing  far  more  evil  than  it  can  effect 
goo  I— and  that  too,  throughout  eternity  ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  that  what  the  law  demands  now,  it  will  al- 
ways demand.  Acknowledged.  What  does  the  Law  demand  now,  of 
the  sinner .'  I  answer  obedience  to  its  requirements.  Then  it  must  de- 
mand obedience  forever.  But  my  friend  does  not  believe  this.  He 
does  not  believe  the  law  will  require  obedience  of  lost  sinners  here- 
after. Or  if  he  does,  he  only  believes  it  gu:lty  of  the  wicked  absurdity 
of  requiring  w[i  imjHtsnbility.  For  he  contends  that  when  the  wicked 
depart  from  this  life,  the  law  will  allow  them  no  opportunity  or 
ability  to  comjdy  with  its  requirements.  Hence,  my  friend  is  com- 
pelled to  admit,  either  that  God^s  law  will  not  always  demand  of 
the  sinful  what  it  now  requires^ — or,  that  it  will  cruelly  demand, 
what  it  has  itself  deprived  them  the  ability  and  option  to  comply 
with.  Upon  one  horn  or  the  other,  of  this  dilemma,  the  Elder  finds 
himself  suspended  by  his  own  weak  theory.  The  law  of  the  Most 
High  will,  indeed,  ever  demand  that  obedience  of  the  wicked  which 
it  now  so  justly  asks.  But  so  far  from  placing  them  where  they 
will  not  have  the  privilege  of  a  compliance,  it  will  always  yield 
every  conceivable  opportunity  for  the  disobedient  to  yield  their 
adherence  to  its  claims,  so  iong  as  a  sinful  soul  shall  exist  in  the 
universe  !     Here  is  consistency — and  here  is  truth. 

My  brother  opposite,  contends  that  law  cannot  exist  without 
penalty ;  and  as  the  law  of  God  will  endure  forever,  its  penalty 
must  necesssrily  be  e/iW/e».'  Here  we  have  an  artful  attempt  to 
deceive  those  who  are  not  accustomed  deep  thinking,  and  who  are 
liable  to  give  more  weight  to  sound  than  sense.  Can  it  be  possible 
my  friend  is  serious  in  offering  an  argument  so  shallow  ?  Let  us 
apply  the  dissecting  knife  of  truth.  1  acknowledge  that  as  the  law' 
of  God  will  exist  forever,  its  penalty  will  also  exist  forever.  But 
does  it  follow  that  it  will  be  infljcted  forever,  on*  any  one  being  ? 
Here  is  the  point  where  the  Elder  has  adroitly  assumed  the  exact 
thing  he  should  have  proved — an  assumption,  which,  in  fact,  cov- 
ers all  there  is  in  debate  between  us.  Let  him  show  that  the  Di- 
vine Law  requires  its  penally  to  be  inflicted  endlessly  on  the  offen- 
der, and  he  will  have  the  question.  But  this  he  has  not  done, 
and  he  cannot.  I  beg  him  not  tu  take  for  granted,  that  which  it  is 
his  sole  business  to  prove.  A  penalty  may  exist  alwavs,  and  yet 
not  always  be  inflicted  on  the  same  persons.  The  law  against 
theft  has  a  penalty,  which  condemns  those  who  violate  it  to  im- 
prisonment. This  law  will  exist  for  thousands  of  years,  and  so 
will  its  penalty.  But  what  would  be  thought  of  the  intelligence 
of  a  lawyer,  who,  on  the  trial  of  a  thief,  should  insist  that  inas- 
much as  the  penalty  against  this  crime  will  always  exist,  therefore 
the  punishment  of  the  culprit  should  be  perpetual  imprisonment  ? 
Each  aa  arguoMiit  could  bat  excite  the  uiu|^htec  q1  CA^dsX^9^\AaL« 
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Yet  this  is  precisely  the  logic  of  mj  opponent.  The  penalty  of 
God*8  moral  law  will  fo/ever  endure,  but  this  is  no  reason  for  sup- 
posing that  it  will  be  inflicted  forever  upon  each  sinner.  Because 
1.  The  sins  of  this  life  cannot  upon  the  principles  of  strict  justice, 
deserve  a  punishment  which  shall  be  endless.  2  ,  The  object  of 
the  penalty  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  law  itself — viz  :  to  promote 
the  good  of  the  guilty.  Hence,  it  cannot  perpetuate  his  misery 
forever,  without  violating  the  object  which  gave  it  existence.  3. 
The  law  and  its  penalty,  are  reformatory — designed  to  bring  the 
sinful  to  repentence  and  reformation ;  and  when  this  end  is  secured, 
in  regard  to  any  sinner,  it  ceases  its  inflictions  in  that  case.  4. 
Although  there  will  always  be  a  penalty  against  violating  God*8 
law,  yet  it  will  be  inflicted  on  each  guilty  being,  in  accordance 
with  his  demerit,  and  will  endure  until  he  has  turned  from  his 
wickedness  to  repentence^  and  no  longer,  in  that  instance.  Why 
should  it  continue  its  afflictions,  after  he  turns  in  sorrow  from 
his  evil  ways  ?    Can  any  one  answer  ? 

Elder  Uolmes  goes  on  to  state  that  the  penalty  of  God*s  law  is 
iea^.     In  this  he  is  undoubtedly  correct.     But  what  kind  of  death 
is  it  ?     If  it  is  natural  death,  then  all  men  will   be  punished  for 
their  sins ;  for  all  must  die.  Yet  for  two  days  my  friend  has  contend- 
ed that  Christ  came  expressly  to  save  mankind  from  the  infliction  of 
the  penalty  of  God's  law.     But  if  the  penalty  is  moral  death,  then 
the  subject  is  presented  in  another  light.     A  state  of  moral  death 
is,  without  question,  a  result,  and  hence^a  punishment,  of  a  course 
of  sin.     It  is  perfectly  descriptive  of  the  condition  into  which 
those  are  brought,  who  give  themselves  up  to  the  dominion  of  de- 
praved passions.      But  what  is  its  duration  ?     My  opponent  takes 
this  ground — ^"  That  as  death  in  its  own  nature  is  eternal,  there- 
fore all  must  endure  it,  unless  brought  out  of  it.'*    Our  hearers 
cannot  fail  to  notice  his  old  errors,  in  this  position.    He  has  givea 
us  assumption  instead  of  proof.    He  says  moral  death  in  its  own 
nature,  is  eternal.     What  evidence  does  he  present  in  support  of 
this  position  ?    Not  any.     It  is  a  sheer  assertion.     My  assertion  is 
as  good  as  my  friends,  and  I  insist  that  moral  death  in  its  own  na- 
ture, is  not  eternal.     There  is  nothing  in  it,  or  of  it,  that  necessa- 
rily makes  its  duration  endless.     What  is  moral  death  ?    It  is  not 
an  entity,  a  thing  expressly  created  to  exist  forever.     It  is  a  state^ 
a  condition  of  sin  and  alienation,  the  duration  of  which  depends 
not  upon  any  thing  in   its  own  nature,  but  upon  the  doings  of  the 
being  involved  in  it.    It  cannot  exi^t  forever  in  any  possible  caes 
connected  with  man.    The  Creator  has  implanted  in  man  a  reeu<* 
perative  power,  a  capacity  to  change  and  improve  his  moral  condi- 
tion— to  seek  for  li^ht  and  truth,  until  he  finds  and  enjoys  them. 
This  power  of  itself,  by  the  sheer  exercise  of  its  own  energies^ 
Would  in  the  process  of  time,  enable  its  possessor  to  work  his  way 
out  of  the  deepest  moral  darkness  and  death.    But  when  we  reflect 
thai  God  hoB  itaown  anMmd  alV  kunan lia\nie^,a  tluMuand  oatward 
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means  and  facilities  to  aid  them  in  the  aoqaintion  of  light  aad 
knowledf^ — when  we  remember  that  by  availing  themaetveii  of 
these  resources,  we  see  men  every  day,  coming  forth  from  moral 
death  to  spiritaal  life — the  assumption  that  moral  death  is  neutM' 
riiy  eUmaly  becomes  ridiculous.  *And  above  al],  when  it  is  bronght 
to  mind  that  the  express  work  Christ  came  to  accomplish,  was  to 
instruct  and  enlighten  men,  and  to  save  them  from  sin  and  death 
— and  when  to  uiese  considerations  we  add  the  express  scriptora 
declarations,  that  Jesus  shall  be  successful  in  his  mission,  and 
bring  all  mankind  to  truth  and  holiness — the  argument  of  mj  friend 
falls  into  its  original  nothingness. 

His  reference  to  the  downward  career  of  the  drunkard  is  trofor- 
tunate  for  him.  Nothing  is  more  true,  than  that  men  in  the  use 
of  intoxicating  drink,  will  often  wax  worse  until  they  become  con  | 
firmed  sots.  What  does  this  show  ?  That  they  hare  no  power  to 
resist  temptation — no  capacity  to  reform  .'  No.  It  only  proves 
that  they  tailed  to  etercise  (he  self-restraint  with  which  God  had 
endowed  tham.  There  are  thousands  of  instances  where  men  who 
had  become  the  most  abject  slaves  to  this  brutal  appetite — who  had 
been  rtdvLctd  to  the  lowest  depths  o(  degradation,  and  had  seem- 
ingly lost  their  very  humanitv-have  suddenly  rallied,  made  a  solemn 
resolution  to  reform — carrieait  into  complete  execution — and  from  a 
condition  of  habitual  drunkenness,  of  long  years  standing,  have 
arisen  to  the  position  of  sober,  useful  citizens,  and  devout  cbria- 
tians.  There  was  nothing  miraculous  in  all  this !  It  was  accom- 
plished by  the  exercise  of  those  regenerating  powers  with  which 
all  have  been  endowed,  stimulated  and  aided  by  the  influence 
of  important  considerations  bearing  on  the  mind.  The  fact 
that  some,  >ea,  many  drunkards  have  thus  reformed,  proves  that 
ALL  have  the  power  to  do  likewise.  This  fally  confirms  my  posi- 
tion of  roan*8  inherent  capacity  to  reform — improve — progress  ! 
Was  not  the  Prodigal  Son  involved  in  the  deepest  moral  death  ? 
Did  he  not  possess  an  inherent  ability  to  reform  ?  Did  he  not  say 
'*  I  will  arise  and  go  to  my  father  ?'^  And  did  be  not  return  to  the 
embrace  uf  his  parents,  as  one  alive  from  the  dead — dead  in  tres- 
passes and  sins .'  What  the  Prodigal  Son  did,  all  sinners  can  do. 
And  what  they  can  do,  in  a  matter  so  vitally  effecting  their  happi- 
ness, we  must  believe  they  eventually  m//  do— -espec  ally  when  a 
Savior  ever  stands  ready  to  lead  aad  assist  them  in  a  work  so 
worthy  and  desirable. 

In  vie>v  of  these  considerations*  all  Mr  Holmes  has  said  od 
"  the  endless  duration  ofpenaityy"  stands  without  the  slightest  sap- 
port.  He  says  he  has  proved  that  death  is  endless.  He  has  proved 
nothing  of  the  kind,  as  all  can  see.  If  moral  death  is  endless,  then 
when  it  once  existed  in  regard  to  any  individual,  it  would  never 
cease — there  could  be  no  redemption  from  it.  But  nothing  is  more 
evanescent.  To-day  it  enfolJs  the  heart  of  man — to-nwrrow  it 
hw  been  expelled  by  the  light  of  tmlh !    How  xidkalous  the 
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Bumption  that  s«ch  a  state  is  elenial !  !  Besides^  if  eternal  death 
is  the  punishment  of  sin,  why  has  it  nr^i  heen  reTealed  in  the  Scrip- 
tures ?  The  Bible  contains  no  declaration,  no  sentiment  of  this 
character.  In  many  places,  and  in  numerous  forms  of  speech,  it 
describes  the  kind  of  punishment  God  will  bring  on  the  sinner; 
hut  in  no  instance  does  it  declare,  or  even  hint,  that  such  a  punish- 
ment as  elerrwl  death  will  be  inflicted.  The  Bible  positively  con- 
tradicts Elder  Holmes*  heathen  notion  of  eternal  death,  by  proclaim- 
ing: the  n^x^x  extinction  of  death.  St.  Paul  declares  that  *^*  Death  tbe 
ia^t  enemy  shall  be  DKSTROYED !!''—(!  Cor.  x v.  26.)  That  it 
shall  be  **  swallowed  up  in  victory  ! ! !" — (verse  54.)  He  represents 
mankind  when  they  shall  all  be  brought  into  the  resurrection  state 
as  exttltingly  exclaiming— (O  death,  where  is  thy  sting !  !*' — (v.  55.) 
The  same  Apostle  teaches  us  that  Christ  came  to  *^  defray  him 
that  hath  the  power  of  deat't — that  is  the  devil— -[or  evil  personi- 
fied) and  deliver  them  who  through /ear  of  death,  were  all  their 
lifetime  subject  to  bondage.^* — (Heb.  ii.  14,  15.) 

Now  as  death  is  all  the  puninhment  Elder  Holmes  claims  or  pre- 
tends, that  sin  will  ever  receive,  and  as  I  have  shown  to  a  perfect 
demonstration,  not  only  from  the  nature  of  morul  death,  but  from 
the  most  positive  declarations  of  6od*s  word,  *hat  it  cannot  ^ndure 
forevei,  but  will  eventually  be  "destroyed  and  swallowed  up  in 
victory" — the  affirmative  of  this  question  falls  piostrate  to  the 
earth  !  Hisattempts  to  prove  eternal  misery,  have  proved  wholly 
abortive.  Here  was  the  vital  position  of  my  opponent — to  show 
that  death,  the  punishment  wliich  God  inflicts  upon  the  wicked, 
will  be  endless !  This  is  the  only  point^on  which  he  could  achieve 
a  victory.  If  he  had  established  the  eternity  of  death,  he  would 
have  sustained  his  cause.  But  failing  in  ttiis,  as  he  has  so  evi- 
'dently  that  the  most  prejudiced  cannot  avoid  acknowledging  it 
— coming  into  direct  conflict  with  God*3  holy  word — a  signal  and 
total  defeat  has  overwhelmed  him  ! !  Whatever  he  may  say  here- 
after— whatever  positions  he  may  take — however  plainly  he  may 
appear  to  reason,  or  profuse  may  be  his  (juotations  from  Scripture 
•—all  will  avail  him  nothing!  He  has  failed  to  establish  the  eter- 
mty  of  DEATH,  the  only  punishment  he  claims  man  will  receive ; 
and  hence,  all  else,  depending  as  it  does,  on  the  truthfulness  of  this 
position,  must  fail  also ! 

The  Elder  charged  me  with  maintaining  that  the  law  of  God  is 
satisfied  by  the  punishment  of  the  sinner.  Is  the  man  beside  him- 
self ?  Has  he  twisted  and  turned  in  so  many  instances,  that  he  lias 
become  bewildered,  and  does  not  know  which  way  he  faces  ?  This, 
my  friend,  is  your  own  position.  It  is  the  genuine  evangelical  doc- 
trine, that  God's  law  is  satisfied  only  by  pu/itV/men^  inflicted  either 
on  the  sinful,  or  Christ  as  their  substitue,  or  on  both.  Tbe  ground 
1  have  occupied  from  the  beginning  of  this  discussion,  is,  that  the 
law  is  not  satisfied  or  fulfilled,  by  the  simple  infliction  of  pain  on 
thegmlty.    But  that  it  is  satisfied  only  with  that  for  which  pun- 
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ishment  is  adminifttered,  viz :  obedteneeRnd  love.  Panishment  duly 
aJministered,  leads  to  repentence — ^and  repentence  ends  in  obedi- 
ence and  love.  When  this  result  is  obtained  in  the  case  of  each 
sinner  of  the  race  of  man,  then  the  Law  of  God  will  become 
wholly  sad fified;  and  his  wisdom  and  goodness  in  its  enactment 
and  execution,  he  made  manifest  to  an  admiring  universe ! ! 

Allow  me  now  to  attend  to  a  few  declarations  made  by  my  op- 
ponent at  the  commencement  of  his  last  speech.  He  says  all  I 
nave  uttered  in  regard  to  his  belief  in  Total  Depravity,  is  a  man  of 
straw  !  If  it  is  a  man  of  straw,  it  is  one  of  his  own  building.  He 
unequivocally  declared  in  so  many  words,  that  he  did  believe  in 
total  depravity !  But  my  remarks  in  regard  to  this  declaration, 
have  evidently  had  the  effect  of  bringing  him  to  his  senses  on  this 
subject.  He  now  apprehends  that  others  see  the  odions  features 
of  that  doctrine,  and  he  shrinks  back  from  the  responsibility  of  sani  - 
tioning  the  repulsive  conclusions  to  which  it  leads.  'Hence,  he 
makes  an  attempt  to  modify  his  belief  in  this  sentiment,  He  has 
seized  upon  a  happy  thought  to  relieve  himself  of  the  difficulty 
into  which  he  has  blindly  run.  Stepping  half  way  back  from  his 
former  position,  and  with  an  attempt  to  make  a  compromise  with 
bis  old  fashioned  Calvinistic  brethren,  he  declares  his  belief  at  the 
present  moment  to  he,  that  men  would  have  been  totally  depraved, 
i^they  had  been  without  a  Savior! !  And  M/^ishls  total  depravity  ! 
vVonderful ! !  Well,  let  us  look  sit  this  a  moment.  If  all  that  now 
prevents  men  from  being  depraved,  is  that  a  Savior  has  been  pro- 
vided, then  it  follows,  that  all  wha  lived  before  the  advent  of 
Christ,  must  have  been,  in  the  true  Calvinistic  sense,  totally  de- 
praved !  Or,  to  use  a  phrase  which  will  conform  to  my  oppo- 
nent's notins,  ihey  must  have  been  TOTALLY,  ^*  totally  de- 
praved !**  In  this  viow  of  the  case,  he  but  uttered  his  true  opinion 
when  he  said  he  believed  in  total  depravity:  But  will  my  friend 
inform  me  what  distinction  there  is,  between  the  totally  depraved 
sinners  who  have  existed  previous  to  the  death  of  Christ,  and  the 
s'nners  who  existed  since  that  day?  If  the  |former  were*  to- 
tally depraved,  and  the  latter  were  not,  there  must  have  been  a  vast 
difference  between  their  jporal  characteristics.  #Yct  who  will  un-^ 
dertake  to  say  that  sinners  of  our  own  age,  are  not  quite  as  de- 
praved as  they  were  before  the  Savior  died  ?  I  shall  probably  al- 
lude to  this  subject  again. 

The  Elder  asserts  that  the  Indians  have  been  six  thousand  years 
without  improvement.  •  I  know  not  on  what  rules  of  chronology, 
he  dates  back  the  Indian  race  six  thousand  years.  But  I  would 
like  to  be  informed  how  he  knows  they  have  not  improved  ? 
Has  he  any  data  by  which  he  can  compare  their  present,  with 
their  past  condition  .'  Even  allowing  that,  as  a  race,  they  have 
not  improved,  owing  to  local  circumstances,  does  this  show  they 
are  not  improvable  ?  I  insist  there  has  not  been  one  of  all  the  In- 
dian race,  or  any  other  class  among  men,  in  potseasion  oC  hia  u»&r> 
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Ural  faeultieB,  who  has  not  possessed  abundant  capaeitw  to  improTe, 
and  who  has  not  learned  a  vast  amount  between  childhood  and  old 
age.  This  shows  that  man  is  not  fo/a//y  depraved.  It  esabiishes 
the  fact,  that  he  is  ifnproi;ea6/tf— progressive — in  his  nature.  And 
unless  Deity  interposes  purpose/y,  an  insurmountable  bar,  he  will  ul- 
timately,  during  his  future  existence,  attain  to  all  knowledge  and 
truth,  both  Intellectually  and  morally. 

Mr.  Holmes,  alarmed  at  the  enormity  of  the  doctrine  he  is  advo* 
eating,  and  striving  to  conceal  its  bit'eous  features,  reiterates  the 
declaration  he  made  some  time^ince,  that  he  is  net  here  to  show  that 

Jarents  will  be  separated  from  their  children.  The  repetition  of  this 
isclaimer  is  a  signilicant  fact.  It  shows  the  gentleman  is  sen»ible  in 
his  own  soul,  that  the  sentiment  he  is  endeavoring  to  establish,  vio- 
lates the  most  lender  sensibilities,  and  tramples  upon  the  dearest 
and  sweetest  afiections  of  the  human  heart.  How  exceedingly  anx- 
ious he  is  to  paliate,  modify,  and  keep  from  view,  the  more  abhor- 
rent traits  of  eternal  woe  !  But  I  insist  that  he  shall  stand  up  to 
his  darling  tenet,  and  defend  it  as  it  is.  He  is  here,  he  will  par* 
don  me  for  saying,  precise!)  to  show  that  millions  of  parents  and 
children  will  be  forever  separated  !  All  he  is  here  for — all  he  ia 
laboring:  to  do-all  he  is  s]>ending  the  precious  strength  God  has 
given  him  for  better  purposes,  lo  accomplish — is  to  prove  a  doc- 
trine, which  if  true,  will  tear  parents  and  children  assunder  for- 
ever ! !  He  is  virtually  telling  many  fathers  and  mothers  in  this 
audience,  that  if  his  sentiments  are  true,  although  they  may  enter 
upon  eternal  joys  themselves,  they  will  never  meet  those  children 
there,  who  are  dearer  to  them  than  their  own  hearts  !  If  they  be- 
lieve his  doctrine,  they  MUST  believe  in  an  endless  separation 
fiom  their  beloved  ofifsprino; !  ! 

Brother  Holmes  renews  his  attack  on  Reason,  the  highest  and 
noblest  faculty  of  man.  To  throw  distrust  on  its  exercise,  he  re- 
fers to  the  use  which  has  been  made  of  reason  by  the  heathen  and 
by  infidels ;  and  insists  that  it  has  led  them  into  their  absurdities. 
And  the  sage  conclusion  at  which  he  arrives,  is,  that  **  human 
reason  is  an  erring  guide  !'*  In  this,  he  has  stumbled,  as  once  be- 
fore, in  making  no  distinction  between  pure  reason,  and  the  uant 
^f  it.  The  heathen,  and  all  unbelievers,  not  omitting  these  who 
denominate  themselves  '*  evangelical,"  wander  into  their  erroneous 
convictions,  not  by  following  the  dictates  of  enlightened  reason, 
but  by  going  directly  counter  to  them.  Is  it  reason  that  makes  the 
Atheist  reject  his  God — or  leads  the  orthodox  to  embrace  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity— or  tells  the  heathen  to  bow  to  his  idols  ?  Nay 
— it  is  through  the  absence  of  Reason,  that  they  fall  into  these  ab- 
surdities. l7 reason  is  *^an  erring  guide,"  will  my  friend  inform 
me  where  man  can  find  a  true  guide  ?  Does  he  reply — in  the 
Scriptures?  I  ask  again,  how  can  we  have  any  knowledge  of 
the  meaning  of  the  Scriptures  except  we  are  assisted  and  guided 
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My  friend  aMerts  that  **  the  idea  of  Endless  Pnnishnient,  was 
Hot  invented  !*'  He  has  ^iven  ua  no  other  eyidence  ot  the  truth  of 
this  position,  than  bis  simple  declaration.  But  he  is  here  equally 
unfortunate  as  with  most  of  his  assumptions.  It  is  an  assertion 
against  well  established  fact.  I  have  shown  that  the  doctrine  it- 
self — the  original  idea,  and  all  its  infernal  iniagery.  whether /w- 

f'an  or  mojern  orthodox — was  a  sheer  invention  oi   the  heathen. 
n  proof  of  tbis,  1  intro  luced  the  testimony  of  the  most  Itamed 
heatben  orators  and  philosophers*  in  their  own  words. 

Mr.  Holmes  inquires,  where  the  wicked  man  is,  in  the  next 
world,  and  whit  is  his  condition  ?  And  in  reply  to  his  own  ques- 
tion, he  declares  he  becomes  '^  an  incarnate  devil  !**  I  ask  for 
the  proof  of  this  assertion.  Has  my  friend  visited  tbe  future 
world,  or  have  any  returned  from  that  existence  and  informed  him 
that  when  the  wicked  man  dies,  he  becomes  an  incarnate  fiend  ii 
This  monstrous  declaration  has  no  other  support  than  the  na- 
ked word  of  the  Elder.  The  Bible  does  not  say  that  men  be- 
come incarnate  fiends  hereafter.  Not  a  word  can  be  found  within 
its  lids  favorinz  the  idea.  St.  Paul  gives  a  very  different  discrip- 
tion  of  those  wno  have  passed  through  death.  He  declares  they 
become  spiritual,  incorruptible,  glorious. — (Cor.  xvi.  •12-44.)     lo 

Srove  however,  that  the  wicked  in  this  life,  become  incarnate 
ends  in  the  next,  my  friend  quotes  Rev.  xxii.  11 — "  He  that  is 
unjust,  let  him  be  unjust  still  ;  and  he  which  is  filthy,  let  him  be 
filth V  still."  My  friend  appeared  sincere,  when  he  quoted  this 
passage.  I  could  discover  no  indications  of  irony  in  his  voice  or 
countenance  We  are  compelled,  therefore,  to  believe,  that  he  ac  j 
tually  supposed  the  language  of  the  Revelator,  had  a  bearing  on 
the  point  in  defence  of  which  it  was  quoted,  and  that  it  yielded  it 
support.  I  would  inquire  of  the  audience,  what  we  fire  to  think 
of  the  intelligence  and  good  sense  of  ElJer  Holmes,  and  other  par- 
tialist  divines,  who  make  great  pretentions  to  learning,  to  biblical 
knowledge,  and  sacred  literature,  in  making  each  a  quotation  for  ' 
tuck  a  purpose.  The  point  he  wishes  to  establish  by  the  word  of 
God,  i^  that  when  the  wicked  enter  another  state  of  existence* 
they  continue  there  to  be  the  same  sinful  creatures  they  were  here 
— yea,  that  they  become^*  incarnate  devils  !**  Now  the  pasnge* 
introduced  from  Revelations,  has  no  more  reference  to  any  subject 
of  that  nature,  than  to  the  condition  of  the  wicked  before  they 
were  born.  It  has  no  allusion  to  death,  or  to  the  condition  of  the 
sinful  after  death.  It  was  uttered  solely  in  reference  to  affairn  in 
iki$  life.  Every  intelligent  individual  can  become  satisfied  of  the 
truth  of  these  assertions,  by  consulting  the  chapter  in  which  the 
jMssage  is  found.  The  Revelator  was  speaking  of  the  coming  of 
Christ  during  that  generation,  (see  Matt.  xxiv.  31,)  to  judge  the 
wicked  Jewish  nation,  and  cast  them  aside  from  their  high  posl- 
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tioAand  th«ir  exalted  prmlcges,  as  the  choeea  people  of  God, 
iato  that  i«tate  of  condemnation  where  tbey  still  remaiD,  through- 
out the  world.  All  he  waii  desirous  of  asserting,  in  the  connectioo 
under  consideration,  was  that  the  time  of  thissreat  event,  was  then 
nearly  arrived.  The  language  fully  sustains  this  assertion, — **  The 
Lord  God  of  the  holy  prophets  sent  his  aneel  to  show  unto  his 
servants,  the  things  which  must  SHORJLY  be  done.  Behold  I 
come  QUICKLY.  Blessed  is  he  that  keepeth  the  saying  of  the 
prophecy  of  this  hook.  •  •  •  •  ^nd  he  saith  unto  me«  seal 
not  the  saying  of  this  book,  [wh^?]  for  the  TIME  l^AT  HAND. 
Ha  that  is  uijust,  let  him  be  unjust  still ;  and  he  which  is  filthy* 
let  him  be  filthy  still ;  and  he  that  is  righteous,  let  him  be  right- 
eotts  still :  and  he  that  is  holy,  let  him  be  holy  still.  And  behold, 
I  come  QUICKLY,  and  my  reward  is  with  me,  to  give  every  man 
according  as  his  worksehall  be.'^  The  time  when  the  iroporunt 
event  of  which  the  Revelator  was  speaking,  was  to  transpire, 
eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  '*  was  near  at  hand  !*'--It  was  so  soon  to 
he,  that  there  would  be  no  room  for  general  change  of  chai- 
aeter  among  Jews,  Samaritan^,  or  Romans.  Those  who  were  ''un- 
just," when  the  prophecy  was  written,  would  be  still  unjust  when 
the  great  transaction  should  transpire  ;  and  those  who  were  then 
'« hoty^*'  would  be  hoi v  still.  These  things  are  so  plainly  set  forth 
that  it  would  seem  a  child  could  not  mistake  them.  Yet  profound 
Doctors  of  Divinity,  cooly  wrest  the  Revelator's  language  from  its 
endeat  intent,  and  quote  it  to  prove  that  in  the  future  world,  meo 
become  '^  incarnate  devils ! ! 

I  pass  to  my  fourth  Argument  in  the  Negative.  Endless  Puuish- 
ment  violates  all  natural  sense  of  Justice.      Every  mau  has  some 

aht  conception  of  the  natural  relation  between  mtrit  and  its  equi- 
le  reward^  and  vnckednent  and  its  just  puni$hm€nt.  Let  ttujee 
among  men  who  had  never  heard  the  idea  of  endless  punishment 
suggested,  be  asked  whether  the  sins  of  tbis  life  can  deserve,  on . 
'  any  principles  of  equity,  a  punishment  that  shall  be  strictly  end- 
less,  and  tnere  would  not  one  answer  in  the  affirmative.  Such  a 
punishment  would  be  a  violation  of  that  sense  of  justice — that  in* 
atinctire  balancing  of  crimr  and  penalty — whicn  Deity  has  ea- 
%lamped  on  every  human  soul.  What  comparison  is  there  between 
the  deeds  of  seventy  years,  allowing  them  all  to  be  wicked,  and. 
an  eternity  of  pain  ?  To  inflict  bodily  death  instantly,  is  believed 
to  be  a  gn* at  ponishment  But  suppose  one  of  the  most  wicked 
wreteheo  that  ever  polluted  the  earth,  should  be  chained  to  a  stake 
on  a  public  square,  in  some  great  city,  and  should  there  be  burned 
by  "  a  slow  fire  of  green  wood,"  as  Calvin  (who  belonged  to  the 
evangelical  school  of  my  friend,)  caused  the  great  and  giMd  Senrcr 
tKs  to  be  burned  for  denying  the  Trinity.  Suppose,  moreover, 
■oinrfieBdiah  proceae  should  he  invented*  whereby  the  life  of  ttie^ 
^n»m*M\^  g»MniA  he  ntalonced  in^ tha  w»i<t»t  ^f  th^  tfamA,  fnr  ^t>  httn^ 
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drei  yenrs.  Anl  suppose  all  the  people,  were  compelled  to  wit- 
ness thin  suflTering  every  day~  to  behold  his  writhings,  and  listen 
to  his  screams,  his  lamentations,  his  piteous  begging  for  mercy. 
How  long  would  thejr  remain  contented  spectators  {  How  long 
would  they  feel  that  it  was  right  and  just  for  the  culprit  thus  to 
be  in  torment  ?  An  hundred  years  ? — fifty  ? — ten  ?  I  am  convinced 
noi  fine  years  would  elapse  before  erery  man— even  the  most  stren- 
uous believers  in  endless  woe — would  cry  out,  *«  It  is  ENOUGH ! ! 
He  has  been  punished  adequately  and  abundantly  for  his  crimes  !  ! 
Let  him  be  released  !  1"  What  is  an  hundred  years  to  a  million  f 
What  is  a  million  to  an  eternity  of  such  torture  ?  And  yet  Elder 
Holmes  i^si^%ts  that  for  the  sins  of  the  brief  period  of  earthly  exis- 
tence, (toJ  Will  engulph  his  creatures  in  untold  aneuish,  through 
ceaseless  eternity  ! !  Yea,  he  stands  here,  to  contend  in  your  very 
faces,  as  though  you  had  been  robbed  of  every  sense  of  justice 
and  propriety,  that  the  youth,  cut  off  in  the  morning  of  life,  with  a 
few  sinful  follies  unrepented  of,  will  be  cast  away  by  the  Creator 
to  welter  forever  and  forever,  in  agony  and  despair ! !  And  this 
he  unblushingly  calls  a  just  punishment!  !  Almighty  Grod  !  what 
a  thought !  !  What  a  proceeding  to  be  attributed  to  that  being  who 
has  revealed  himself  to  us  as  "  the  God  of  Love  ! !  !*'  0  Father  in 
heaven  !  Flash  the  light  of  thy  Truth,  I  pray  thee,  on  minds  so 
darkened  as  to  charge  thee  with  thus  dealing  with  thine  own  off- 
spring!  ! 

How  did  the  idea  of  Eternal  Punishment  first  enter  the  mind  of 
man  ?  Not  by  the  exercise  of  cool  judgment,  in  determining  the 
amount  of  chastisement  the  guilty  should  receive  by  the  heinous- 
ness  of  crime.  Hut  men  in  the  midst  of  the  deepest  ignorance, 
and  under  the  influence  of  violent  passions,  swayed  by  inveterate 
hatred,  and  by  a  raging  spirit  of  revenge,  have  easily  argued  them- 
selves into  the  belief  that  their  detested  enemies,  their  religious 
o;>posers,  an  I  especially  that  stubborn  heretics^  ought  to  be  punish- 
ed forever.  When  the  idea  was  once  suggested,  and  incorporated 
into  religions  theories,  we  can  easily  perceive  how  it  has  been 
handed  down,  from  age  to  age.  Its  prolonged  perpetuity  is  readily 
accounted  for  in  the 'single  fact,  that  it  has  ever  been  a  prevalent 
inculcation  of  the  advocates'^of  endless  misery,  that  to  disbeliere, 
or  even  doubt  the  truth  of  that  sentiment,  would  plunge  the  doubter 
into  the  hottest  flames  of  hell,  provided  the  doctrine  proves  true  ! 
Let  my  brother  Holmes  or  any  other  pai  tialist  divine,  tell  his  con- 
gregation plainly,  that  they  may  reject  the  doctrine  of  endles  pun- 
ishment, and  yet  be  saved,  eren  if  it  should  finallv  prove  true,  and 
my  word  for  it,  nine-tenths  of  their  people  would  instantly,  open- 
ly and  utterly  spurn  that  sentiment ! !  ft  is  a  doctrine  repugnant  to 
tne  heails  of  the  holiest  and  best  of  men,  and  they  will  not  sanc- 
tion it  a  moment  longer  than  the^  can  be  made  to  fear  that  their 
ioinite  happiness  depends  on  their  so  doing. 
yiyjifth  Negative  Argument  w,  that  Eadlesf  Pnmahment  Tia« 
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latcs  that  fundamental  Rule  in  God*8  GoTemment,  which  ordains 
thai  men  shall  be  punisheil  according  to  their  deeds.     ••  Thou  reo- 
dbrest  to  every  man  according'lo  his  works— (  Ps.  Ixii.  12.)  God 
**  will  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds.'* — (Rom.ii.  6  ) 
"  Then  shall  he  reward  every  man  according  to  his  works." — (Mati. 
xyi.  27.)  Now  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  violates  this  rulf , 
in  thai  it  consigns  all  the  wicked  of  every  age,  of  every  ipade, 
those  guilty  of  every  different  degree  of  crime,  to  the  rame  kind  of 
Punishment — the  same  heli — the  same  eternity  of  woe  ! !      It  tor- 
ments the   man  who  commits  but  ten  sins,  ns  much  as  it  does  the 
one  who  commits  ten  thousan  1 1     Together  it  plunges   them  into 
the  same  wretchedness— together  it  indicts  its  agony  upon  them 
daring  the  same  ceaseless  eternity  !     It  punishes  the  young  sinner 
of  twenty  years  of  age,  who  had  but  just  fallen  into  the  slightest 
transgressions,  in  the  same  place,  and  for  the  same  length  of  time, 
as  the  hardened  wretch  of  three  score  and  ten,  who  has  trampled 
on  God*s  law  through  life  !  !     We  maintain  that  these  proceedings 
destroy  all  degrees  in  punjshment,  and  trample  under  foot  every 
dictate  of  justice  and  equity  ! !    What  would  be  thought  of  the  in- 
telligence, the  wisdom,  the  sense  of  justice,  of  an  earthly  govern- 
ment, which  should  enact  a  law  inflicting  the  same  punishment  for 
every  grade  of  crime — who  should  commit  the  youth  who  should 
steal  a  pin,  to  the  same  perpetual  imprisonment  with  the  man  who 
has  ended  a  lon^  career  of  wickedness  by  dying  his  hands  in  the 
life-blood  of  a  fellow  being  ?     Should  we  not  declare  there  was  an 
absence  of  every  particle  of  consistency  and  equity  ?     Yet  this  is 
exactly  the  representation  which  Mr.  Holmes  makes  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  God's  government.     And  he  actually  expects  you  will 
receive  it  as  truth  !  ! 

My  sixth  Negative  Argument  is,  that  Endless  Misery  destroys 
all  certainty  in  the  administration  of  Rewards  and  Punishments. 
The  Scriptures  assert  that  God  **  WILL  [not  moi/ sometimes,]  ren- 
der to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds." — (Rom.  ii.  6.)  Here  is 
certainty.  And  it  is  certamty  and  not  severity,  that  gives  pun- 
ishment efficiency.  The  doctrine  which  my  friend  advocates 
throws  the  greatest  uncertainty  around  both  the  rtiwardsand  punish- 
ments which  men  richly  deserve.  Here  is  an  individual  who  has 
lived  through  a  long  life  in  the  exercise  of  the  strictest  honesty, 
righteousness,  and  piety.  But  near  ite^  close,  in  an  unexpected  mo- 
ment he  is  beset  by  sore  temptation,  falls  into  heinous  sin,  and  soon 
dies.  According  to  the  Elder's  doctrine,  he  sinks  immediately  to 
an  endless  hell !  If  this  is  true,  then  he  receives  no  reward  for 
all  his  good  deeds,  and  for  one  or  two  sinful  acti  is  tormented  for- 
ever !  Is  this  rendering  to  every  man  according  as  his  deeds  shall 
be  ?  Where  is  the  equity  of  such  a  tranpaction  ?  Another  man 
pursues  a  course  of  sin  throughout  life,  but  near  its  close,  he  re- 
pents and  becomes  a  professor  of  partialist  religion.  He  dies,  and 
according  to  that  doctrine,  is  rececieved  into  hearen.    la  tbis  !&• 
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■Uuice,  faan  the  great  principle  of  God's  goTernment  been  carried 
into  execution  ?  Has  this  death- bed  repenting  sinner,  been  dealt 
with  according  to  his  moral  desert  ?  He  has  received  no  punish* 
roent  for  bis  long  career  of  sin — or  accoroing  to  my  friend  oppo- 
site, his  punishment  has  been  so  light  he  does  not  know  that  he 
has  received  any — which  amounts  to  the  same  thing !  And  for  the 
simple  act  of  repenting  at  the  last  moment,  is  rewarded  with  an 
eternity  of  bliss  !  Here  is  a  double  imperfection  which  the  Elder's 
system  attributes  to  GoJ,  viz  :  uncertainty  in  the  administration  of 
rewards  and  punishments,  and  the  rank  injustice  of  refusing  to  com- 
pensate .the  righteous,  and  neglecting  to  punish  the  wicked. 

The  case  can  be  sUited  still  stronger.  According  to  the  system 
which  Elder  Holmes  supports  in  tbis  discussion,  a  man  may  riot  in 
blood  and  carnage  all  his  days — may  send  scores  of  victims  sud- 
denly and  unprepared,  into  eternity.  But  when  he  is  arrested,  and 
condemned  to  death  for  his  crime?,  he  repents  in  prison — ac- 
knowledges his  faith  in  all  the  points  of  evangelical  religion — re- 
ceives the  communion  at  the  hands  of  the  orthodox  ciereyman 
— and  swings  from  the  gallows  into  heaven,  to  shout  hallelujah 
forever !  in  the  very  midst  of  the  angels  of  God  ! ! !  And  wtieie 
are  the  victims  whom  his  murderous  hand  deprived  of  life .' — If 
this  doctrine  is  true,  they  have  descended  to  hell,  to  wail  with  de- 
mons forever  ?  This  is  called  justice,  and  an  equitable  and  salutary 
administration  of  rewards  and  punishments. 

Let  none  imagine  1  have  overdrawn  this  picture.  Multitudes  of 
cases  might  be  cited  in  proof  of  its  truthfulness.  How  very  com- 
mon it  has  been  for  ages,  for  culprits  to  repent  in  prison,  and  pro- 
fess to  have  become  thoroughly  converted  previous  to  their  execu- 
tion. Hence,  upon  orthodox  principles,  while  they  escape  all 
punishment  foi  their  wicked  deeds,  they  enter  upon  the  joys  of 
endless  beatitude  !  McCurry,  who  was  hung  for  murder  in  Balti- 
more, in  1845,  passed  through  a  process  of  repentence  in  his  cell. 
He  declared  in  his  confession,  **  that  it  was  the  murder  of  Roux, 
which  brought  about  his  touts  salvation,  and  that  had  he  not  com- 
mitted the  act,  he  never  would  have  been  saved ! !  !*'  According 
to  this  murderer's  confession,  the  partialist  plan  of  salvation  not 
oaly  enables  blood-stained  villains  to  escape  God's  punishment  by 
repentence  in  their  cells,  but  allows  the  most  heinous  crimes  to  be- 
come the  immediate  cause  of  their  eternal  happiness !  McCurry 
the  murderer  was  sent  to  heaven,  by  the  same  sanguinary  and  cruel 
act  that  consigned  Roux,  a  man  probably  much  less  sinful,  to  the 
torments  of  an  enUess  hell ! ! !  Such  are  the  consistencies  and  beau- 
ties of  modern  Evangelism ! !  How  can  a  well-balanced  mind 
countenance  a  system  which  leads  to  absurdities  so  abhorrent ! ! 

My  seventJi  Negative  Argument,  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  represents  the  character  oi  God,  in  a  light  most  re- 
pulsive to  all  the  better  feelings  of  the  human  heart.  The  Scrip- 
tiirMdencribe  the  Deity  as  a  being  of  wisdom,  hoUoets*  goodueat. 
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and  m«rey'-"ftf  pouumn^  erery  adorable  perfeetion,  tretf  lorefj^ 
characteristic,  ibat  man  can  approbate  and  admire — as  the  Father 
of  the  race,  cherishing  no  other  emotions  tovrards  his  creatures, 
than  infinite  gooJ  will,  benevolence,  and  love !  But  the  doctrioe 
my  trien  i  is  en  ieavoring  to  defend,  draws  a  dark  veil  over  all  these 
beautiful  characteristics  of  ihe  Most  Hirh,  which  permits  them  to 
be  seen  but  dimly — it  degrades  the  Godhead  from  its  high  position 
of  moral  perfection,  to  a  state  even  below  the  standard  of  human 
gooJness,  and  clothes  it  with  the  most  hateful  and  depraved  pas* 
sions  of  the  vilest  of  men !  With  a  stupidity  and  ignorance  which 
is  marvelous,  and  even  ridiculous,  it  makes  a  iileral  application  of 
such  Scripture  phrases  as  ^*  wrath,'* and  "anger,''  when  spoken  in 
reference  to  Goi — declaring  him  to  be  infinitely  wrathful  and'oa- 
gry  with  his  own  offspring,  and  violating  in  his  proceeding*  with 
them,  every  injunction  of  forbearance  and  forgiveness — every  pre- 
cept to  return  blessing  for  cursing,  and  good  for  evil — which  he 
has  called  upon  them  to  practice  in  their  intercourse  with  one 
another.  In  proof  of  these  declanitionH,  [  ask  your  attention  to 
the  des<;riptions  of  Jehovah,  which  have  been  given  by  some  of  the 
most  emi.ient  theologians  of  the  Evangelical  school,  in  modem  days* 
.  Listen  to  the  character  of  the  Deity,  as  described  by  the  noted  or- 
tbodox  President  Edwards : — 

**  Thus  it  is  that  uaiural  men  are  held  in  the  hands  of  God,  over 
the  pit  of  hell.  They  have  deserved  the  fiery  pit,  and  are  already 
sentenesd  to  it.  God  is  dreadfully  PROVOKED.  His  ANGER  is 
as  great  towarJs  them,  as  those  that  are  actually  saflfering  the  ex* 
ecution  of  the  fierceness  of  his  wrath  in  hell  i  •  •  •  •  The 
devil  is  waiting  for  them.  Hell  is  gapping  for  them.  The  flames 
gather  and  flash  about  them,  and  would  fain  lay  hold  upon  them, 
an  1  swallow  them  np."  In  another  place,  addressing  the  natural 
man,  [i.  e.  men  as  God  made  them,]  he  says :  "  The  God  who  holds 
you  over  the  pit  of  heil,  much  as  one  holds  a  «^f>fer,  or  some/oci/A- 
iome  innect  over  the  fire,  ABHORS  you,  and  is  drearl fully  provoked. 
Uts  WRATH  towards  yon,  hwm$  like  fire  !  He  looks  uoon  you 
as  worthy  of  nothing  else,  but  to  be  cast  into  the  fire.  He  is  of 
purer  eyes  than  tobe^r  to  have  you  in  his  sight.  You  are  ten 
thbusand  times  as  abomiwable  in  nis  eyes,  as  the  most  kUefuianA 
venemoue  serpent  is  in  ours!  !*' 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Patten,  another  orthodox  eleigyman,  of  Enfield, 
Mass.,  in  1771,  described  God  as  follows  :—**  There  Go  J  will  pour 
oQi  the  full  vials  of  his  wratk  upon  you.  But  what  will  this  wrath 
be  ?  It  will  be  the  WRATH  of  Almighty  God  f  Such  wrath  as 
an  OMNirorENT  Jehovah  is  ABLE  to  inflict  t  •  •  •  •  How 
will  you  tremble  when  that  meek  and  compassionate  Lamb  of  Godf 
whom  you  have  rejected,  shall  say  to  his  angels,  bring  hither  mine 
enemies,  and  SLAY  thorn  before  me." 

Slfaage  proceedings,  earely,  for  a  being  rspreeented  oftder  the 
$gfu%  ^  %  UtnArt  i    The  Lamb  of  Ged,  ef  whom  the  Bihk  ipemhiy 


instmets  us  all  to  lov€  our  enemies — not  to  ^*iknf  them !  Does 
he  violate  his  own  injaiictions,  0  consistent  Orthodoxy  ?  Af^in 
hear  this  Rev.  Mr.  Patten,  speak  of  God  : — **  Is  not  the  Lord  say- 
ing to  you,  as  he  said  to  sinners  of  oil,  [  will  IREAD  you  in  my 
anger,  and  will  TRAMPLE  you  in  my  FURY,  and  your  blood 
shall  be  sprinkled  on  my  garments,  and  I  will  stain  all  my  raiment." 
That  iS)  as  orthodoxy  interprets  it,  God  will  literally  stain  his 
garments  with  the  blood  of  his  own  offspring ! ! !  My  brother  op- 
posite, believes  in  a  malignant,  infernal  Devil,  full  of  every  thing 
Hateful,  cruel,  malicious  ! !  I  have  a  question  to  ask  that  brother: 
Could  such  a  Devil  cherish  any  more  malignant,  revengeful  and 
savage  feelings  against  sinners,  in  his  black  heart,  and  act  in  a 
manner  more  dia^lical  and  absolutely  fiend-like  towards  them, 
than  these  extracts  represent  God  as  feeling  and  acting .'  Yet  the 
Bible  says,  '*  God  is  Love,"  and  declares  that  *^  his  TENDER 
MERCIES  are  over  all  his  works !  !*'  Many  like  descriptions  of 
God  could  be  given  front  the  writings  of  leading  orthodox  divines, 
but  time  wi:l  not  allow.  What  was  it  led  these  clergymen  to  give 
such  abhorrent  views  of  God,  and  so  libel  and  blaspheme  the  name 
of  their  Heavenly  Father  ?  it  was  their  belief  in  Endless  Misery ! 
With  an  honest  candor,  which  puts  to  shame  modern  preachers  of 
the  same  sentiment,  they  were  simplv  describing  Jehovah  as  that 
dootrine  represents  him.  In  the  words  of  a  pungent  writer,  '*Tbe 
doctrine  of  Endless  Sufiering,  represents  the  Sovereign  of  the  Uni- 
verse, as  a  Tyrant,  who  seeks  to  rule  his  subjects  through  their 
fears.  **  Serve  me,  or  I  will  BURN  vou,*'  is  the  language  it  puts 
into  his  mouth.  ^  For  your^nttc^otiences,  I  will  be  infinitely  an- 
gry, and  for  your  disobedience  of  a  morMnt^  I  will  punish  you  with 
the  pains  of  an  eternity.'*  Is  it  to  be  wondered  at.  that  such  a 
system  has  generated  so  much  driviling  superstition  ?  So  much 
morose  and  gloomy  fanaticism  ?  So  many  whining,  cringinf^,  ab- 
ject self -degrading  syehophants,  who  lie  at  the  feet  of  Almighty 
Power,  professing  to  adore  its  every  act,  however  unintelligible 
the  object — for  the  contemptible  purpose  of  securing  themselves 
from  the  weight  of  its  apprehended  wrath  !  !** — {Rogers*  Pro.  and 
Con.)  Sabbath  after  Sabbath  is  the  character  of  our  heaven y 
Parent  even  now,  represented  from  orthodox  pulpits,  in  a  manner 
quite  similar  to  that  exhibited  in  the  extracts  I  have  read,  for  the 
purpose  ot  urging  men  of  religious  life,  through  the  sheer  influence 
of  base /far .'  And  thus  presenting  God  iu  a  light  every  way  re- 
pulsive, great  amazement  is  expressed,  and  great  lamentation  is 
uttered,  that  men  will  not  /ovtand  obey  their  Creator! — [Time 
ictptred. 
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When  I  closed  my  last  speech  I  was  upon  ray  seventh  am* 
ment  in  proaf  of  the  affirmative  of  the  question  in  debate.  This 
argument  is  founded  on  the  vcUure  and  desgn  of  the  atoneaieat 
by  Christ.  After  a  few  preliminary  remarks,  which  J  need  not 
repeat,  I  laid  down  the  following  proposition,  viz.  that  the  object 
of  Christ  in  coming  to  our  world,  was  to  make  an  atonement  for 
the  sins  of  men,  in  view  of  which  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law 
against  transgression  might  be  waived,  and  a  dispensation  of 
grace  and  pardon  granted  to  a  guilty  world.  In  support  of  this 
proposition,  I  otTer  the  annexed  considerations. 

1.  The  Sufferings  of  Christ.  That  Christ  suffered,  none  will 
dispute ;  and  the  fact  of  his  suffering,  can  only  be  accounted  for, 
by  supposing  he  made  a  vicarious  atonement.  He  did  a<^  suftf 
for  his  own  sins,  for  he  was  in  no  sense  a  sinner ;  therefore  nol 
the  subject  of  suffering  on  this  account.  Nor  was  he  necessarily 
liable  to  suffering  on  account  of  his  humanity.  His  human  con- 
stitution had  never  been  deranged — he  had  violated  no  Jaw,  phys- 
ical, intellectual  or  moral,  and  hence,  was  obnoxious  to  no  penal* 
ty.  It  is  equally  clear  that  his  sufferings  did  not  arise  necessa- 
rily out  of  his  work  of  benevolence,  if  we  exclude  the  idea  of 
expiation.  Nor  yet  was  he  so  in  the  power  of  his  enemies,  that 
his  suffering  and  death  were  unavoidable.  All  power  was  given 
into  his  hands.  He  could  have  called  ^*  twelve  legions  of  angels^* 
to  his  assistance;  and  yet  he  yielded  to  suffering  and  death. 
Why  ?  Let  Mr.  Austin  explain  tbis  subject,  if  he  can,  upon  any 
other  supposition  than  that  he  suffered  and  died  voluntardu,  to 
make  an  atonement  which  contemplated  the  sinner's  release  from 
the  penalty  of  transgression.  He  suffered  the  pe/ial  consequences 
of  sin,  as  the  sinners  substitute.  To  use  the  words  of  scripture, 
he  was  *'  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through /oiM  in  his  ^ooc/,'' 
that  God  *^  might  be  just,  and  the  justiher  of  him  that  believeth 
in  Jesus.^^  ^^  He  was  made  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin,  that 
we  might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him.^^  ^ Still  fur- 
ther in  conformation  of  this,  the  scriptures  say  in  so  many  words, 
that  '*  Christ  died  for  our  sins — he  died  for  us^-he  was  delivered 
for  our  offences — he  was  made  sin  (a  sin  offering)  for  u% — he  tas- 
ted death  for  every  man — he  bore  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on 
the  tree."  The  Greek  prepositions  anti  and  tiper,  translated /or, 
siffuify,  in  the  room  and  stead  of  another,  and  for  the  benent  of 
others.  St.  Paul  illustrates  the  meaning  of  the  preposition,  {upery) 
and  by  consequence,  the  sense  in  which  Christ  died  for  sinnersy 
when  he  says,  '^  scarcely  for  a  righteous  man  will  one  die,  yet 
neradventure,  for  a  good  man,  some  would  even  dare  to  die."  So 
king  David,  '*  would  to  God  I  had  died  for  thee/'  that  is,  in  (Ay 
ttmkL 
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2.  Still  farther.  He  is  said  to  bear  our  eins.  "  He  shall  hear 
their  iniquities."  Christ  was  *^  once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of 
many^^ — he  bore  oar  sins  ^*  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree.'*  The 
Greek  verb  ^^  anenegkein,^^  translated  ^^  to  bear,^^  is  correctly  trans* 
lated — ^^  to  bear,  to  endure/'  or  aupport  what  properly  belongs  to 
others,  and  thus  confer  a  benefit.  So  Christ  confers  a  benefit  on 
ainners,  by  so  bearing  their  sins,  that  they  are  or  may  be  released 
from  their  sins  and  enioy  salration  through  his  name.  This  is  yet 
farther  evident  from  the  propitiating  ofiice  of  Christ.  To  propiti- 
ate is  to  appease,  to  atone,  to  turn  away  the  displeasure  and  se- 
cure the  favor  of  an  offended  person,  so  far  at  least  as  to  renew  in* 
tercourse  between  them.  This  office  Christ  performs  for  us.  Hence 
the  following  language — ^^  whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propi* 
tiation  through failh  in  his  bloody — (Rom.  iii.  25.)  ^^  And  he  is  the 
the  propitiation  for  our  sins.*' — (1  John  ii.  11.)  ^^God  loved  us, 
and  sent  his  Son  to  be  the  propitiation  for  our  sins.'- — (1  John  iv. 
10.)  The  Greek  words  here  translated  propitiation  are  ilasmos  and 
Hosier  ion.  One  means  propitiatory  covering,  the  other  propitiatory 
sacrUice,  and  both  are  derived  from  the  Greek  verb  Uasko,  employed 
by  Greek  writers  to  express  the  ofiice  of  a  person  appointed  to  turr^ 
away  tM  wrath  of  a  Deity.  The  doctrine  of  these  passages  is  that 
Christ  has  become  a  propitiating  sacrifice  in  behalf  of  sinners,  by 
which  he  secures  the  divine  favor  for  all  who  will  believe  on 
him,  and  provides  for  covering  their  sins,  or  blotting  out  their 
transgressions.  Hence  Paul  to  the  Hebrews  says,  ^^  Christ,  through 
the  eternal  Spirit,  ofiered  himself  without  spot  to  God,"  **to 
purse  your  conscience  from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  God. 
And  for  this  cause  be  is  the  Mediator  of  the  new  testament,  that 
by  means  of  death,  for  the  redemption  of  the  transgressions  that 
were  under  the  first  testament,  they  which  are  called  might  re- 
ceive the  promise  of  eternal  inheritance." — (Heb.  ix.  14.)  Also 
Eph.  V.  2. — *'  Christ  loved  us  and  hath  given  himself."  {uper  emon,) 
in  our  stead,  and  on  our  account,  ^'  an  offering,  and  a  sacrifice  to 
God,  for  a  sweet  smelling  savor."  Now,  as  Mr.  A.  is  fond  of 
quoting  Dr.  Clarke,  I  will  give  his  comment  on  this  passage. 
*'  Pro*phora<i  an  ofifering,  thusia,  a  sacrifice,  a  sin  offering,  a  vic- 
tim for  sin ;  that  sacrificial  act  in  which  the  blood  of  an  animal 
was  poured  out  as  an  atonement  for  sin.  The  Apostle's  design 
was  to  represent  the  sufficiency  of  the  ofifering  made  by  Christ 
for  the  sin  of  the  world — Jesus  gave  himself  as  a  sacrifice  for  sin, 
without  which  we  could  never  approach  to  God,  and  without 
which  we  must  be  punished  with  everlasting  destruction  from 
the  presence  of  God  and  the  ^lory  of  his  power." 

3.  It  is  also  plain  from  scripture,  that  the  sufierings  and  death 
of  Christ  do  operate  to  deliver  the  sinner  from  sin  and  death. 
The  prophet  Isaiah,  53J  chapter,  says,  he  was  ^'  wounded  for  our 
transgressions" — ^^  the  Lord  nath  laid  on  him  the  iiiiauity  of  us 
ijl'^ — u  \^y  yg  stripes  we  are  healed."    Also,  Johu  iii.  I^ . — *^  <a^ 
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eo  \oTt'\  the  world  that  h«  gave  his  onl^r  begotten  Son,  Uiat  who- 
soever  believeth  on  him  shoiild  not  perish,  but  have  eyerla^ting 
life/^  ^*  As  Moses  lifted  up  the  serpent  in  the  wilderness,  even 
so  must  the  Son  of  man  be  lifted  up.  that  whosoever  beliereth  on 
him  might  not  perish."  The  Greek  word  ^^opofetot'  from  ^*^apO' 
/tfj,"  here  rendered  to  perish^  signifies  to  be  totally  lost,  or  utterly 
ruined — undone.  Hence,  the  object  of  Christ^s  advent  was  to  save 
men  from  bein^  totally  and  irrctriev<My  ruined—  that  they  might 
not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life.  Hence,  says  Clarke,  ^^  those 
who  believe,  receive  a  double  benefit.  They  are  exempted  from 
eternal  perdition,  and  brought  to  eternal  glory." 

Again :  the  blood  and  death  of  Christ  are  said  to  be  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  our  salvation.  It  *^  behooved  Christ  to  simer* 
that  repentance  and  remission  of  sins  might  be  preached  in  his 
name" — he  redeemed  us  by  his  "precious  blood."  We  are  said 
to  justified  "  by  his  blood" — through  faith  in  his  blood — recon- 
ciled to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,  and  so  on.  These  passa- 
ges connect  the  justification  and  salvation  of  the  soul,  directly 
with  the  sufferings  bloody  and  death  of  Christ  as  our  propitiating 
sacrifice.  And  finally,  Christ  as  our  sacrifice  and  redeemer  is  the 
only  hope  of  the  sinner.  So  the  scriptures:  "neither  is  there 
salvation  in  any  other" — "there  is  none  other  name  given  under 
heaven" — "  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life" — "  no  man  Com- 
eth unto  the  father  but  by  me" — *•  when  we  were  without  strength, 
in  due  time  Christ  died  for  the  ungodly."  Thus  "  it  behooved 
Christ  to  suffer."  The  word  translated  behxtoved^  is  from  **  rfeo," 
to  bind,  or  /etter.  The  idea  conveyed  is,  that  the  sufferings  and 
death  of  Christ  were  the  only  means  of  salvation  to  the  guilty. 
The  door  of  hope  was  closed,  until  unlocked  by  the  atonement. 
Had  Christ  not  died,  we  ne^er  could  have  been  saved :  hence,  the 
penalty  of  the  law  is  eternal,  and  the  atonement  was  designed  to 
relieve  man's  condition,  and  provide  a  way  of  salvation. 

4.  But  we  are  not  done  with  this  point  yet :  we  argue  the  eter- 
nity of  the  penalty,  and  the  sinner's  liability  to  endure  it,  from, 
the  terms  redeem,  redemption,  ransom,  reconciliation,  as  used  in 
the  scriptures  in  regard  to  the  work  of  Christ  for  a  sinful  world. 
The  Greek  word  translated  "  redemption-^  and  *•  redeem,^-  is  from 
a  root  signifying  to  buy,  or  purchase ;  and  it  is  compounded  with 
fx,  out  of,  or  from,  making  ihe  signification  to  purchase  out  of, 
or  from  the  power  or  thraldom  of  another ;  hence  our  English 
words  redeem,  redemption. 

"  Redeem,"  says  Webster,  "  is  to  purchase  back — ^to  ransom — 
to  liberate,  or  rescue  from  bondage,  or  from  any  obligation  or  lia- 
bility— to  re-purchase  what  has  been  sold.  In  theology,  to  res- 
cue and  deliver  from  the  bondage  of  sin  and  its  pcnalties.^^  "  Re- 
demption— to  re-purchase  captured  goods  or  persons :  procuring 
the  aeliverance  of  persons  or  things  from  the  possession  or  power 
^ffCaptorBk    In.  theology,  lanioia  or  deliverance  of  ainaers  from 
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the  bondage  of  stn,  and  penalties  of  God^s  violated  law,  by  the 
atonement  of  Christ.^^  In  the  correctness  of  these  definitions,  all 
standard  lexicons,  ancient  and  modern,  Latin,  Greek  and  English, 
agree  substantially.  Now  the  question  arises,  do  the  scriptures 
use  these  terms  in  this  sense  in  their  application  to  the  salvation 
of  men  by  Christ.     In  answer  to  this  question  we  remark. 

1.  The  condition  of  men  is  such  as  to  need  redemption.  They 
are  ^^  dead  in  trespasses  and  sins'' — in  a  state  of  moral  *'*deatfC^ — 
**  without  strength" — *^  without  God,  and  without  hope  in  the 
world'^ — "carnal,  sold  under  sin" — "lost" — "led  captive  by  the 
devil  at  his  will" — "  under  the  curse  of  the  law,''  and  so  on. 

2.  The  scriptures  say  Christ  has  redeemed  us.  Gal.  iii.  13. — 
*^  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made 
a  curse  for  us."  Gal.  iv.  5*. — "God  sent  forth  his  Son  to  redeem 
them  that  were  under  the  law."  You  will  recollect  that  to  re- 
deem is  to  buy  back  from  a  state  of  captivity,  by  the  payment  of 
some  price,  jfhe  question  now  is,  what  price  did  he  pay  for  the 
redemption  of  the  world  ?  Answer :  he  gave  himself,  he  shed 
his  blood. 

3.  Hence  1  Peter  i.  18,  l9. — *Ye  were  not  redeemed  with  corrup- 
tible things,  as  silver  and  gold,  but  with  the  precious  blood  of 
Christ."  "  Who  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all,  to  be  testified  in 
due  season."  -(1  Tim.  ii.  6.)  Lutron^  translated  ransom,  is  the 
redemption  money  or  price  paid  down  for  the  release  of  captives. 
But  Peter  says  we  are  redeemed  not  with  silver  or  gold,  but  with 
the  preciotfs  blood  of  Christ.  Here,  then,  is  the  redemption  price. 
Christ  offered  himself  in  sacrifice  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  moral 
justice,  and  thus  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being 
made  a  cturse  for  us.  Moreover,  this  redemption,  procured  by  the 
death  and  blood  of  Christ,  is  denominated  an  elernal  redemption, 
-^Heb.  ix.  12.)  But  if  an  eternal  redemption— then  the  captiv- 
ity was  eternal  without  Christ — the  law — the  curse  of  the  law 
from  which  we  are  redeemed,  was  eternal,,  in  its  nature,  and 
would  have  held  the  captives  eternally,  if  they  had  not  been  re- 
deemed. 

Also,  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  from  the  scripture  doctrine  of 
reconciliation.  Reconciliation  can  only  be  effected  where  parties 
are  at  variance :  hence,  says  Webster,  "  reconciliation  is  the  act 
of  reconciling /larf/e^  at  variance ;"  and  with  this  definition  agrees 
the  Greek  text.  The  parties  are  God  and  man.  God  cannot 
look  upon  sin  with  the  least  degree  of  allowance — the  whole 
world  is  guilty  before  God,  and  in  the  heart  of  man  there  is  en- 
mity to  God — it  is  not  subject  to  his  law,  neither  indeed  can  be. 
These  parties  then  are  at  variance.  But  Chri(«t  is  the  reconciler 
— ''when  we  were  enemies,  we  were  reconciled  to  God  by  the 
death  of  his  Son." — (Rom.  v.  10.)  "God  hath  reconciled  us  to 
himself  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  committed  to  us  the  word  of 
reconciliation."    But,  says  UoiyerBalism,  this  reconfc\\\ii\qBL  ^' 
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ien  wboUy  to  sas,  not  to  God.**  There  is  bat  one  part^r  Ah§ 
reconciled,  Tiz.  man.  God  has  always  been  reconciled  :  henecr 
there  is  no  other  reconciliation  than  the  removal  of  the  enmitj  of 
the  human  heart.  But  this  is  a  ^reat  mistake,  as  will  appear 
from  the  following  facts. 

1.  We  are  reconciled  to  God  by  the  dtath  of  his  Son,  who  has 
ef^ted  this  object  by  *^  offerinflr  himself  without  9poi  to  God,  as  a 
sweet  smelling  savor,  having  obtained  eternal  redemption  for  us." 
2.  We  were  reconciled  to  €rod  while  we  were  yet  enemies.  How 
we  can  be  reconciled  to  God  in  the  Univeraalist  sense,  and  yet  be 
enemies,  is  a  mystery.  8.  Though  Christ  has  accomplished  the 
work  of  reconciliation,  yet  the  sinner  is  unreconciled :  hence,  the 
ministrv  of  reconciliation  was  committed  to  the  apostles,  who 
besought  men  in  Chrises  stead  to  be  reconciled  to  Grod. 

The  true  view  of  reconciliation  is,  that  the  death  of  Christ 
opened  the  way — made  it  possible  for  man  to  return  to  God. 
Hence,  says  Christ — "  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life." 
Would  men  have  been  saved,  if  Christ  had  not  redeemed,  ran* 
somed,  and  procured  reconciliation  ?  If  Mr.  Austin  answers  not 
he  grants  my  argument,  and  acknowledges  the  eternal  xtnclwu 
of  God^s  law.  If  he  says  yes,  he  repudiates  Christ  and  his  gos- 
pel, as  neeefsary  to  the  final  salvation  of  men,  and  relinquishes  a 
number  of  the  proofs  on  which  he  has  depended  most  in  this  dis* 
cussion. 

1  will  now  pay  my  formal  respects  to  the  gentleman's  third 
negative  argument,  which  asserts  endless  punishment  to  be  a  doc 
trine  of  heat/ienism.  In  reply  I  call  your  attention  to  the  follow- 
ing points. 

1.  It  is  not  true  that  the  idea  of  endless  punishment  originated 
with  the  heathen.  There  is  no  proof  of  this,  beyond  what  there 
is  that  the  idea  of  endless  felicity  originated  in  heathen  corruption^ 
Indeed,  there  is  as  much  proof  that  the  notion  of  future  punish* 
ment  originated  in  heathenism^  as  that  the  eternity  of  tts  duration 
originated  there.  And  I  positively  deny  the  existence  of  any 
proof  of  the  heathen  origin  of  either.  That  the  heathen  corrup- 
ted  the  doctrine  of  future  punishment,  aa  they  did  all  other  reli- 
gious truths,  is  clear  enough,  but  this  in  no  way  aiiects  the  origin 
or  truthfulness  of  the  doctrine.  This  corruption  of  reliicious 
truths,  partly  through  ignorance  and  depiaTity,  and  partly  for 
sinister  purposes,  is  alluded  to  by^ome  heathen  writers.  The 
declarations  found  in  the  writings  of  Cicero  and  others,  refer  on- 
ly to  the  corruption  of  acknowledged  truths;  or  if  they  mean  more, 
the  only  advanta^  Mr.  Austin  can  gain  from  it  is,  in  bringing 
one  heathen  (pinion  to  correct  another.  Cicero's  view  of  it  is 
but  a  heathen  notion  after  all,  and  my  friend  has  no  confidence 
in  the  judgment  of  heathen.  The  heathen  never  claimed  a  hu- 
man origin  for  any  of  their  religious  doctrines.  They  believed 
UwiB  la  Jia^ra  befta^cominnxucated  to  their  iathera  by  thtt  g/od^ 
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If  here  and  there  one  of  their  writers  has  eTer  intimated  any  thin^ 
different  from  this,  it  is  because  they  were  skeptical  in  regard  to 
all  religion ;  hence  are  entitled  to  no  more  conhdence  when  they 
make  such  declarations,  than  Voltaire  or  Paine  is,  in  asserting 
the  Bible  to  have  originated  in  heathenism,  or  in  the  dark  a^es ; 
or  than  Mr.  Austin  is,  in  making  his  thousand  and  one  assertions 
without  the  least  shadow  of  proof. 

2.  The  heathen  held  many  doctrines  that  are  true,  odbiotr/- 
edged  true,  by  the  whole  Christian  world,  and  not  disputed  by 
Mr.  Austin.  In  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  future  and  end- 
less punishment,  they  held  to  future  and  endless  felicity  for  the 
righteous.  They  also  believed  the  doctrine  of  the  soul's  immor- 
tality, and  made  it  the  ground  of  motives  to  the  practice  of  virtue. 
Will  Mr.  Austin  repudiate  these  acknowledged  and  interesting 
truths,  because  they  received  the  sanction  of  tne  heathen  world! 
Is  it  because  the  heathen  believe  the  soul  immortal,  that  so  many 
Universal ists  reject  this  doctrine ;  and  that  some  of  their  oraclea 
denounce  it  as  *^  heathen  chaff,"  and  have  turned  it  out  of  door  as 
a  ^*  heathen  intruder  V^  Again :  that  great  truth  which  lies  at 
the  foundation  of  all  religion,  the  existence  of  one  supreme  and 
infinite  God,  was  held  by  heathen,  and  made  the  basis  of  their 
religious  doctrines,  hopes  and  fears.  It  is  true,  the  doctrine  of 
the  divine  existence  was  greatly  corrupted  by  their  theory  of  sub- 
ordinate  deities,  but  above  and  in  spite  of  all  this  confusion  and 
corruption,  the  true  idea  of  divine  supremacy  is  still  sure.  Will 
the  gentleman  deny  the  existence  of  God,  because  it  was  a  doc- 
trine of  h^thenism  ?  We  have  as  full  evidence  that  these  doc- 
trines originated  in  heathenism,  as  we  have  of  the  heathen  origin 
of  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment }  and  if  Mr.  Austin  rejects 
one,  to  be  consistent,  he  must  reject  the  whole,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  doctrines  of  heathenism. 

S.  Moreover,  some  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  gentleman's  the- 
ology were  believed  and  taught  by  heathen.  Such  is  the  notion 
that  sin  arises  out  of  our  physical  constitution  ;  an  idea  clearly 
traceable  to  the  heathen  supposition  of  a  perverse  principie  in 
matter,  which  at  the  time  of  creation,  the  omnipotence  of  God 
could  not  control.  The  doctrine  of  purgatorial  purification,  or 
preparation  for  heaven  by  means  of  punishment,  which  has  con- 
stituted the  burden  of  my  friend's  story  during  this  discussiouy 
was  also  a  prominent  feature  in  the  Mythology  of  some  heathen 
writers.  Finally,  that  very  tJniversalism,  held  and  taught  by  Ori- 
ren,  and  subsequently  condemned  by  a  General  Council,  was  of 
heathen  derivation.  It  was  derived  from  the  Platonic  school,  accor- 
ding to  the  consistent  testimony  of  ecclesiastical  authors.  Now, 
let  the  gentleman  go  the  whcle  figure,  and  make  a  clean  sweep. 
If  his  mode  of  reasoning  be  sound,  he  must  do  this,  pr  incur  the 
^large  of  heing  inconeistent  and  uncandid.  Let  him  reject  intnrv 
mmi  endleaa  felicity— the  immortality  of  the  nonkU-AkA 
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of  a  Sttpreme  Being— the  physical  origin  of  sin — the  purifying 
influence  of  punishment — and  Origen,  and  his  Universal  ism. 
There  is  absolutely  no  choice,  between  giving  up  all  these,  and 
giving  up, as  unsoind  and  obviouslv  sophistical,  the  argument 
against  endless  punishment,  drawn  from  the  fact  that  it  has  the 
Butfrage  of  heathen.  Which  of  these  conclusions  will  Mr.  Aus- 
tin take  ? 

The  next  argument  urged  by  my  friend  against  endless  miseryi 
is,  that  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice.     What  the  gentle- 
man means  by  itatural  sense  of  justice,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know, 
since  he  has  not  seen  ht  to  explain  or  define  this  langruags.    In 
the  absence  of  any  thing  more  specific,  I  am  obliged  to  suppose 
he  inten  Is  that  sense  ot  justice  which  is  natural  to  men— -that 
aensrof  justice  which  they  nu/uro/Zy  and  gen era//y  entertain  res- 
pecting the  divine  law  and  its  penalty.     If  this  be  the  meaning, 
(and  Iknow  not  what  else  it  can  mean,)  I  argue  in  reply,  pro- 
viding it  were  true  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  con- 
trary  to  the  natural  sense  of  justice  entertained  by  men,  this  would 
not  prove  the  doctrine  in  question  false,  since  man's  natural  sense 
of  religious  things  arising  out  of  a  perverted  moral  nature,  is  often 
very  erroneous,  and  may  be  so  in  this  case.     Indeed,  St.  Paul 
says,  the  *^  natural  man  knoweth  not  the  things  of  the  Spirit,  nei- 
ther can  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  discerned.*' 
But  it  is  not  true  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  in 
violation  of  all  natural  sense  of  justice,  since  the  whole  world,  un- 
der the  dictates  of  nature,  have  received  and  believed  this  doctrine. 
Would  the  whole  world,  aided  only  by  the  light  and  promptings 
of  natural  religion,  be  likely  to  leceive  and  maintain  a  belief  for 
many  thousand  years,  which  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice  % 
Here  is  another  strange  freak  in  the  gentleman*s  logic — another 
example  of  the  harmony  and  consistency  of  his  proofs.     He  has 
already  argued  against  endless  punishment,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  a  doctrine  of  heathenism ;  that  is,  it  agrees  with  the  natural 
sense  of  justice  of  the  heathen  world,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be 
true ;  but  dow  he  turns  a  square  corner  and  concludes  the  doc- 
trine must  be  false,  because  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice. 
What  does  the  gentleman  mean  ?    Has  he  forgotten  his  former 
arguments,  ar  dots  he  suppose  we  have  not  sufficient  discernment 
to  see  that  these  proofs  directly  contradict  each  other  ?     H  this 
ia  not  blowing  hot  and  cold  on  the  same  subject,  it  is  certainly 
not  very  easy  to  say  what  is :   yet  such  are  the  straits  to  which 
Mr.  Austin  is  reduced,  in  order  to  make  out  his  list  of  negative 
arguments. 

Mr.  Austin's  fifth  negative  argument  is,  that  endless  punish- 
ment violates  ihtux  fundjmental  rale  of  Goi's  government,  requi- 
ring every  man  to  be  punished  acoordtng  to  his  deeds.     The  princi- 
ple in  thia  argument  is  precisely  the  same  with  that  just  connd* 
•ffvdy  tbottgh  couelMd  in  ^ffettal  Uia^iiaf^.    II  God  pnitiikw 
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men  more  tlian  they  desexre,  and  thns  disregards  that  fundamen- 
tal role  in  his  g;overnment  which  requires  him  to  punish  his  sub- 
jects according  to  their  deeds,  it  is  plain  it  amounts  to  the  same 
thing  with  violating  all  natural  sense  of  justice.  Thus,  by  adop- 
ting other  phraseology,  the  gentleman  lays  down  the  same  prin- 
ciple again,  and  calls  on  me  to  answer  it  the  second  time.  Well, 
as  the  point  is  by  no  means  exhausted,  but  may  be  answered  in 
different  ways,  I  will  accommodate  myself  to  the  gentleman's 
great  propensity  to  multiply  what  he  is  pleased  to  call  arguments. 
It  ^*  violates  that  fundamenlal  rule  in  God's  government  which 
requires  him  to  punish  men  according  to  their  deeds."  This  is 
a  very  specious  and  high-sounding  declaration  )  but  after  all  the 
pomp  with  which  it  was  delivered,  it  amounts  to  just  nothing. 

1.  Because  it  is  mere  assumption .  The  gentleman  has  given  us 
no  data,  by  which  to  determine  the  correctness  of  this  alle^tion. 
He  has  furnished  us  with  no  standard  by  which  to  determine  the 
moral  turpitude  of  sin,  nor  has  he  attempted  to  fix  the  ** quantum 
iufficiC  of  punishment,  adapted  to  the  different  grades  of  crime.  He 
himself  seems  in  doubt  at  times,  whether  the  sinner  will  be  pun- 
ished all  he  deserves  in  tkis  life,  or  whether  his  punishment  must 
run  over  into  eternity,  and  continue  there  an  indefinite  period. 
On  the  principles  of  Universalism  as  taught  by  Winchester,  Mur- 
ray, Skinner,  and  others,  the  restoration  of  the  sinner  in  another 
world,  from  a  state  of  sin  and  punishment,  is  indefinitely  post' 
pofied.  They  are  not  able  to  tell  when  it  will  occur.  But  if  they 
cannot  tell,  and  do  not  know  how  long  the  sinner  must  be  pun- 
ished in  the  future  state,  how  do  they  know  that  endless  punish- 
ment would  violate  any  fundamental  principle  of  God's  govern- 
ment ?  How  does  Mr.  Austin  know,  and  how  are  we  to  know 
that  endless  punishment  violates  the  rule  which  distributes  to  ev* 
ry  man  according  to  his  deeds,  when  he  has  furnished  us  with 
DO  standard  by  which  to  graduate  the  moral  turpitude  of  sin,  or 
the  amount  of  punishment  deserved  by  the  sinner  as  adapted  to 
the  different  degrees  of  guilt  and  crimed 

2.  This  argument,  based  on  a  supposed  violation  of  a  funda- 
mental rule  of  God's  government,  comes  directly  in  contact  with 
a  prominent  feature  of  Universalism,  viz.  that  God's  government 
is  strUtly  paternal ;  and  it  also  conflicts  with  the  theory  of  pun- 
ishment advocated  by  the  gentleman  during  this  discussion,  until 
we  commenced  debating  the  tkird  question.  That  theory  is,  that 
God's  punish:uents  are  always  inflicted  wifth  direct  reference  to  the 
reformation  of  offenders.  Now,  if  God's  government  be  strictly 
and  entirely  paternal,  and  if  he  never  inflicts  punishment  but  with 
a  view  to  the  reformation  of  the  sinner,  it  is  as  plain  as  daylight, 
that  the  fundamental  rule  of  God's  government  which  he  suppo- 
ses outraged  by  endless  punishment,  htis  no  exi'Uerue.  The  moral 
desert  of  the  transgressor  is  not  a  consideration  :  the  question  in 
jMt  what  the  sinner  dmrviSt  but»  what  is  n<c<ttart|to  x^losci&L^Mk 
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and  hy  this  rvle^  (on  the  principles  of  UniTerealisvi,)  God  deilt 
out  his  punishmentfis  and  by  no  other  rule.  Here  again  my  friend 
is  inconsistent  with  his  theory,  and  inconsistent  with  himself. 
His  argument,  therefore,  vanishes  away,  ^*  and  leaves  no  trace  be- 
hind." It  is  really  worth  the  while  to  inquire  here,  how  many 
times  has  the  gentleman  changed  his  ground  during  this  contro- 
versy ?  And  yet  we  shall  not  be  able  to  answer  the  question  in 
any  other  than  general  terms.  When  he  has  laid  down  his  prem* 
ise,  constructed  his  argument,  and  deduced  his  conclusion,  be 
has  given  us  no^  pledge  that  he  will  occupy  the  same  ground  in 
his  next  speech,  or  that  he  will  advocate  principles  which  can  bv 
any  means  be  made  to  harmonize  with  what  he  has  already  ad* 
vanced.  He  has  refuted  nearly  every  one  of  his  own  argumentSi 
by  presenting  forthwith  some  other  argument  directly  or  indirectly 
contradicting  it.  He  has  taken  so  many  and  various  posttions, 
on  different  and  opposite  grounds,  in  relation  to  many  subjects 
which  have  come  up  between  us,  that  but  for  his  voice  and  ge^ 
tures,  and  general  **  suaviiu  in  modo^**  I  should  scarcely  recognize 
him  as  the  same  opponent  with  which  I  commenced  this  debate. 
My  friend  has  often  reminded  me  of  an  intemperate  student  whose 
name  was  Ami.  Having  taken  a  little  too  much  of  the  '^good 
creature,"  on  recovering  his  senses,  he  found  himself  in  the  ditch 
besmeared  with  mud.  After  surveying  himself  for  some  time  in 
evident  perplexity  at  his  singular  attitude,  he  broke  out  into  the 
following  soliloquy :  *^  Am  i  Ami,  or  am  I  not  Ami  ?  If  I  am 
not  Ami,  who  am  I  ?  but  if  I  am  Ami,  where  am  I  ?"  Indeed, 
I  should  suppose  it  would  be  really  difficult,  by  any  proof  fur- 
nished by  the  unity  and  harmony  of  his  theology,  for  the  gentle- 
man to  determine  wKo  he  is,  or  where  he  is :  and  but  for  those 
more  tangible  and  substantial  proofs  of  the  /  and  me,  developed 
by  philosophers,  it  would  seem  no  easy  task  for  him  to  maintain 
his  personal  identity.  But  in  the  third  place,  apart  from  all  this, 
it  is  noi  true  that  endless  misery  in  case  of  the  finally  incorrigible, 
violates  that  fundamental  rule  of  the  government  of  God  which 
awards  to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds.  So  far  from  this,  the 
system  which  embraces  this  doctrine,  is  the  onlysyMem  which  eua* 
iaim  the  rule  referred  to,  and  vindicates  the  character  of  God  in 
a  strict  and  impartial  application  of  it.  What  is  it  to  render  to  every 
man  according  to  his  deeds  ?  This  is  a  point  left  by  Mr.  Austin 
in  as  loose  and  indefinite  a  form,  as  the  turpitude  of  sin,  or  the 
**ouantum  tujficiV^  of  punishment.  And  yet,  unless  we  know 
what  the  rule  of  retribution  is,  it  is  worse  than  folly  to  attempt  a 
conclusion  respecting  the  justice  or  injustice  of  the  clivine  govern- 
ment. 

Our  view  of  this  subject  is  as  follows :  1.  The  retributive  ad* 
ministration  of  God  is  adapted  to  the  human  constitution,  inclu- 
ding the  freedom  of  the  will,  or  the  power  of  moral  choice.  2.  it 
comBpondB  with  the  degree  of  light  which  God  has  afforded  liia 
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moral  subjects,  respecting  his  law  and  their  duty.  3.  The  moral 
responsibility  of  man  is  graduated  just  according  to  the  measure  of 
these  advantages  of  constitution,  freedom,  moral  light,  and  moral 
motives,  all  of  which  make  up  the  moral  ability  and  accountabil- 
ity of  the  creature.  All  God's  punishments  are  distributed  with 
strict  regard,  to  these  facts,  without  which  there  could  be  no  ac- 
countability, and  no  retribution.  4.  Finally,  after  warnings  and 
penal  visitations,  together  with  gracious  calls  to  repentance  during 
a  life  of  probation,  to  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works, 
is  to  award  to  them  at  the  last  day,  the  day  of  iinal  judgment,  ac- 
cording to  the  course  of  conduct  they  have  pursued,  and  the  moral 
character  they  have  formed.  Hence  St.  Paul  says,  God  "will 
render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works :  to  them  who  by 
patient  continuance  in  well-doing,  seek  for  glory,  honor  and  im- 
mortality, he  will  render  eternal  life :  but  to  those  who  are  con- 
tentious, and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  take  pleasure  in  unright- 
eousness, he  will  render  tribulation  and  angnisk^  indignation  and 
wrath  *****  in  the  day  when  Grod  shall  judge  the 
secrets  of  men  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel.^'  From 
this  decision  there  is  absolutely  no  appeal. 

Mr.  Austin's  sixth  negative  argument  is,  that  endless  misery 
destroys  the  certainty  of  rewards  and  punishments  in  the  admin- 
istration of  God.  l^his  is  verily  a  curious  notion,  and  as  foolish 
as  it  is  curious.  Have  we  not  just  quoted  from  Paul,  that  God 
"  vnll  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works  ?"  Reward  to 
the  good,  and  punishment  to  those  who  are  perseveringly  and 
finally  wicked,  is  as  sure  and  certain,  as  that  there  is  a  God 
whose  law  and  government  are  extended  over  his  subjects.  And 
it  is  equally  certain,  that  both  the  good  and  bad  have  in  this  life 
the  prelude,  or  first  fruits,  of  what  will  belong  to  such  characters 
in  the  future  and  endless  world.  How,  then,  does  the  gentleman 
make  out  his  case  1  Why,  the  sinner  may  repent  and  secure  par-* 
don :  and  the  good  man  may  apostatize  SLualose  his  reward :  hence 
he  concludes  there  is  an  uncertainty  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice. This  is  truly  wonderful ! ! !  Let  us  look  at  it  a  little  far- 
ther. What  is  it  that  is  uncertain  ?  Is  it  uncertain  that  the  good 
will  be  saved,  and  the  wicked  punished  ?  No.  If  the  wicked 
man  repents  and  becomes  good,  he  will  be  treated  according  to 
the  new  character  he  has  acquired — according  to  what  he  is,  and 
not  according  to  what  he  has  been.  Is  there  any  thing  wrong 
here?  Is  there  any  uncertainty  here?  Would  Mr.  Austin  have 
a  man  punished  as  a  sinner  after  he  has  become  a  Christian  ?  I 
think  not,  for  he  has  more  than  once  told  us  that  when  the  sin- 
ner repents,  he  ceases  to  be  punished,  and  this  is  all  I  contend  for. 
Again,  when  the  good  man  apostatizes,  and  becomes  a  wicked, 
depraved  man,  God  deals  with  him  as  a  wicked  man,  according 
to  what  he  i&,  and  not  according  to  what  he  htu  been.  Is  there  any 
uncertainty  here  ?  Not  at  all.   God's  administration  is  unchangea- 
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ble  in  its  character,  and  certain  in  the  application  of  its  principlefs 
let  man  change  as  he  will.  Does  Mr.  Austin  object  to  this  ?  Would 
he  have  the  bad  man  rewarded  as  though  he  were  righteous? 
Does  he  wish  the  results  of  vice  and  virtue  to  change  places, 
and  to  have  men  treated  according  to  what  they  have  been,  and 
and  not  according  to  what  tJtey  are  7  Let  him  not  contend  with 
me  on  this  point,  but  go  and  settle  it  with  inspiration.  Did  not 
Christ  say  to  the  thief  on  the  cross,  *•  To-day  shalt  thou  be  with 
me  in  Paradise  1"  Has  Mr.  Austin  any  objection  to  this  ?  Is  there 
any  uncertainty  here  1  Does  not  Ezekiel  say — "  When  a  right- 
eous man  turneth  away  from  his  righteousness,  and  committeth 
iniquity  and  dieth  in  them :  for  his  iniquity  that  he  hath  done  be 
shaHl  die  1"  Again — "  when  the  wicked  man  turneth  away  from 
his  wickedness  that  he  hath  committed,  and  doeth  that  which  is 
lawful  and  right,  he  shall  save  his  soul  alive  ?"  And  yet  Mr. 
Austin  says  these  principles,  for  which  I  contend  just  as  here  ex- 
pressed, create  uncertainty  in  the  distribution  of  rewards  and  pun- 
ishments, and  make  the  ways  of  God  unequal ! !  O  Universal- 
ism  !  "  are  not  the  ways  of  God  equal  1  are  not  your  ways  une- 
quaH"— CEzek.  xviii.  26,  27.) 

Mr.  Austin  says  I  repudiate  reason.  This  is  not  true.  I  repu- 
diate hisi;i>i^  of  the  use  and  office  of  reason  in  matters  of  religion, 
as  outright  and  downright  Infidelity.  I  have  endeavored  to  res- 
cue reason  from  his  abuse  of  it,  and  give  it,  its  true  relation  to 
the  subject  of  revealed  religion.  To  make  human  reason  the 
test  by  which  to  try,  receive  or  reject,  all  doctrines  of  revelation, 
is  to  repudiate  revelation,  by  raising  the  dictates  of  human  reason 
to  an  equality  with,  if  not  to  make  them  superior  to,  the  voice  of 
God.  This  IS  what  Mr.  Austin  does,  and  is  what  is  done  by  all 
Infidels.  The  office  of  reason  in  relation  to  revealed  religion, 
may  be  stated  as  follows : 

1.  To  determine  whether  the  communication  claiming  to  be  a 
revelation  from  God,  is  attended  with,  and  confirmed  by,  those 
evidences  of  divine  interposition  which  are  necessary  to  authen- 
ticate a  revelation.  Besides  the  collateral  and  historical  proof, 
the  two  main  branches  of  testimony  are  miracles  and  prophecy. 
These  evidences  of  divine  authority  are  addressed  to  our  reason, 
and  reason  is  competent  to  consider  and  decide  the  claim  of  a  rev- 
elation as  based  upon  such  proofs.  And  reason  is  bound  to  inves- 
tigate the  evidences,  and  determine  the  question  of  divine  author- 
ship, on  the  strength  of  these  proofs,  in  a  fair  and  impartial  way, 
whether  the  particular  doctrines  contained  in  the  book  be  under- 
stood, comprehended,  or  not.  Having  become  satisfied  of  the 
divine  authority  of  the  revelation,  it  is  then  the  province  and  duty 
of  reason, 

2.  To  examine  with  humility  and  an  honest  desire  to  learn, 
what  God  communicates  to  us  in  his  blessed  book.  And  in  per- 
^orming  this  work,  the  same  i\A^  ^i^Vo  \i^  ^.^^\\^  «a  in  the 
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interpretation  of  any  other  statement  or  record ;  for  as  our  only 
object  after  the  authenticity  of  the  revelation  is  established,  is  to 
discover  the  sense,  or  ascertain  what  is  declared  to  us  by  God, 
oiir  reason  or  judgment  is  called  to  precisely  the  same  omce,  as 
when  the  meaning  of  any  other  document  is  in  question.  Such 
is  the  office^  and  tnis  the  limitation  of  reason,  in  determining  the 
claims  of  a  professed  revelation,  and  ascertaining  the  sense  and 
meanine  of  its  language.  To  carr^r  reason  beyond  this,  is  to  take 
it  out  of  its  proper  sphere,  and  assign  it  a  tasK  in  advance  of  its 
actual  powers.  And  this  very  thing  is  done  by  Mr.  Austin.  He 
makes  it  the  prerogative  of  reason  to  determine  beforehand  what 
kind  of  doctnnes  a  revelation  should  contain,  or  after  the  com- 
munication has  been  made,  to  judge  and  decide  whether  the  doc- 
trine involved  ought  to  be  received  as  truth.  This  is  precisely 
the  ground  upon  which  all  Infidelity  rests,  and  on  which  all  In- 
fidels assume  the  right  to  reject  the  claims  and  teachings  of  di- 
vine revelation.  But,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  human  reason 
is  the  same  in  degree^  as  well  as  in  kind^  with  divine  reason  ;  that 
is,  commensurate  with  it  as  to  its  powers,  and  equally  incapable 
of  error,  the  argument  against  certain  doctrines  which  reason  pro- 
fesses not  to  understand,  and  because  they  are  not  comprehended, 
is  perfectly  unsound.  "Nothing  more  is  necessary  to  show  the 
fallacy  of  this  mode  of  arguing,  than  to  urge  the  indisputable 
truth  that  God  is  wiser  than  man,  and  has  endowed  man  with 
only  a  poi'tion  of  that  faculty  which  he  himself,  and  none  other 
beside  him,  possesses  in  absolute  perfection. '^'^' — (Van  Mildert.) 

Mr.  Austin  says  the  great  characteristic  of  the  divine  mind,  is 
love.  That  love  is  a  ^eat  characteristic  of  the  divine  mind  I  have 
no  doubt,  but  that  it  is  the  greatest^  I  don*t  believe.  All  the  attri- 
butes of  the  mind  of  God  are  infinite;  hence,  no  one  is  greater 
than  another.  Go(Vs  holiness  is  as  prominent  as  his  love ;  and 
there  is  no  principle  in  the  love  of  God,  inconsistent  with  the  holi- 
ness of  his  character,  out  of  which  arises  his  infinite  justice.  There 
is  as  much  energy  in  divine  holiness  and  justice,  as  in  love. 

My  friend  says  the  existence  of  a  personal  devil  is  a  heathen 
doctrine,  and  therefore,  on  the  principle  he  has  laid  down  in  re- 

fard  to  heathenism,  he  is  bound  to  repudiate  the  idea.  Well,  if 
e  is  intent  upon  reasoning  in  this  way,  let  him  carry  out  the 
argument,  and  say,  the  existence  of  a  personal  and  Supreme  De- 
ity was  a  doctrine  of  heathenism,  therefore  the  idea  is  false,  and 
should  be  repudiated.  But  let  me  ask  here,  where  did  the  New 
Testament  get^  the  idea  of  a  personal  devil  ?  Where  did  Christ 
get  the  idea,  when  he  rebuked,  cast  them  out  of  the  possessed, 
and  allowed  them  to  go  into  the  swine — as  also,  when  ne  speaks 
of  the  place  of  punishment   "  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  an- 

fels  1"     Where  did  Paul  and  the  other  Apostles  get  the  idea  ?     I 
now  how  Universalists  dispose  of  this  subject,  and  I  su\;i^«a. 
the  gentleman,  if  he  says  any  thing  about  \V\n>\fiX^^<c3^\\'^^ 
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loose,  skeptical,  and  ridiculous  method  of  interpretation ;  resol- 
ving the  whole  into  the  carnal  mind,  or  the  state  of  the  human 
heart.  In  this  way  they  make  Christ  to  have  possessed  a  Devil, 
since  the  scriptures  say  he  was  tempted  of  the  bevil.  Universa- 
lism  cares  not  how  much  the  character  of  Christ  is  defamed,  and 
his  name  blasphemed,  if  the  idea  of  a  personal  Devil  can  be 
explained  away,  and  expunged  from  the  Bible.  Mr.  Austin  has 
often  repeated  the  passage,  "  the  Lord  will  not  cast  off  for  ever." 
In  reply  I  have  quoted  the  language  of  David  to  his  son  Solo- 
mon— "  if  thou  forsake  him  (God,)  he  will  cast  thee  off  for  ever." 
This  language  shows  that  the  passaee  so  much  insisted  on  by  my 
opponent,  is  contingent.  Solomon  aid  forsake  God,  and  he  cast 
him  off;  not  from  the  throne,  for  he  was  more  distinguished  for 
a  long  and  prosperous  reign  than  any  other  Jewish  king.  The 
casting  off  referred  to  his  moral  state — the  loss  of  God^s  spiritual 
favor. — iTime  expired. 

[MR.   AUSTIN'S  FIFTH  RRPLT.] 

I  desire,  Br.  Moderators,  to  call  your  attention,  and  that  of  the 
audience,  to  the  admission  of  Elder  Holmes,  yesterday,  in  regard 
to  depravity.  He  asserted'  emphatically,  and  unqualifiedly,  that 
he  believes  in  TOTAL  DEPRAVITY.  Afterwards  he  endeavored 
to  modify  this  declaration,  by  interposing  a  metaphysical  distinc- 
tion, which  as  I  have  shown,  would  virtually  prove,  that  all  bom 
before  the  atonement  was  made  by  Christ,  must  have  been  totally 
depraved.  For  whatever  he,  or  any  of  his  school,  urge  to  the  con- 
trary, it  is  absurd  in  the  highest  degree,  to  contend  that  the  atone- 
ment of  Jesus  operated  backwards,  and  even  before  it  was  made, 
had  the  effect  to  remove  a  total  depravity,  which  would  otherwise 
have  existed !  !  The  mere  assertion  of  such  a  paradox,  carries  its 
own  refutation.  It  is  in  fact,  evident  from  his  own  language, 
Mr.  Holmes  actually  believes  that  all  who  lived  before  Christ, 
were  totally  depraved.  In  his  discussion  with  Rev.  Wm.  M.  Dc 
Long,  he  makes  the  following  declarations : — **  1.  All  men  are  by 
nature  totally  depraved— -apart  from  the  benefits  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ.  2.  In  consequence  of  the  benefits  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  who  is  the  true  light  that  lighteth  every  man  that 
Cometh  into  the  world,"  men  are  not  NOW  totally  depraved,  but 
enter  the  gospel  dispensation,  possess  a  gracious  ability  to  repent 
and  turn  to  God.  3.  Though  men  are  not  now,  totally  depraved, 
possessing  as  they  do,  the  unconditional  benefits  of  the  atonement, 
yet  they  are  still  depraved ;  and  if  their  depravity  is  not  destroyed 
It  will  prove  their  ruin."  Here  is  as  precious  a  specimen  of  aS' 
sumption,  as  can  well  be  found  in  the  same  compass. 

Tne  emphasis  the  Elder  throws  on  the  word  *'  tww,** — *'men  are 

not  now  totally  depraved  under  the  gospel  dispensation'* — leaves 

l^^^pnaroidabiy  the  infeience^  \.\iat  he  believes  they  were  totally  <fe- 
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nraved  before  the  introdaction  of  the  gospel.    This  must  there- 
fore be  an  acknowledged  fact  in  his  theory.     He  asserts  that  since 
the  atonement  was  made,  men  are  not  totally  depraved.    Hence, 
the  infant  that  was  born  one  minute  before  Christ  expired  on  the 
cross,  must  have  been  totdly  depraved,  while  another  infant  bom 
one  minute  after  the  death  of  Christ — Bay  five  minutes  subsequent 
to  the  former — enters  the  world  relieved  from  the  mountain  load  of 
total  depravity.    This  conclusion  is  necessarily  consequent  on  my 
brother's  theory !     Yet,  is  there  a  man  or  even  a  child  here,  who 
can  believe  an  absurdity  so  ridiculous  ?    I  insist  that  according  to 
Mr.  Holmes*  own  principles,  the  greater  part  of  mankind  are  still 
totally  depraved !     He  says  "  all  men  are  by  nature  totally  de- 
praved— apart  from  the  benefits  of  the  atonement  of  Christ."    Al- 
though in  the  next  sentence,  to  help  himself  out  of  his  predica- 
ment, he  calls  these  benefits  *^  unconditional,*'  yet  it  is  well  known 
to  be  a  fundamental  principle  in  his  system  of  theology,  that  the 
benefits  of  Chrisfs  atonement,  are  wholly  conditional — ^that  unless 
the  creature  believes  in  the  atonement,  and  complies  with  all  the 
terms  of  salvation,  he  receives  no  possible  benefit  from  that  atone- 
ment.   This  is  precisely  the  position  my  friend  has  occupied,  and 
for  which  he  has  earnestly  and  pertinaciously  contended,  during 
the  whole  of  this  discussion.    It  is  upon  the  principle  that  large 
classes  of  men  do  not  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  Christ's 
atonement,  that  he  insists  they  will  suffer  endless  woe.    Now,  as 
**  apart  from  the  benefits  of  the  atonement**  all  men  are  totally 
DEPRAVED,  and  as  there  are  innumerable  multitudes  who  do  not  in 
this  life,  comply  with  the  requisite  conditions  to  receive  '*  the  ben- 
efits of  the  atonement  of  Christ,**  hence  upon  his  own  showing, 
much  the  larger  portion  of  mankind  even  under  the  gospel  dispen- 
sation, have  been,  and  still  are  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED !  !  I  defy 
(he  Elder  to  extricate  himself  from  this  conclusion.     Hence,  when 
he  speaks  of  man's  inherent  depravity,  or  **  natural  depravity,**  he 
means  really,  total  depravity  from  birth. 

My  friend  agreeing  so  far  with  the  Calvinists  as  to  adopt  virtu- 
ally their  doctrine  of  total  depravity,  he  must  be  considered  with 
them  an  advocate  of  INFANT  DAMNATION ! !  This  follows 
necessarily  and  unavoidably.  He  believes  man's  depravity  is  in- 
herent—i.  e.  that  he  is  born  a  corrupt,  depraved  being  !  Infants 
possese  no  means  to  avail  themselves  of  '*  the  benefits  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,'* — they  possess  no  "  gracious  ability,"— to  repent 
of  their  total  depravity,  or  of  their  "  natural"  depravity  and  **  turn 
to  God."  What  becomes  of  them,  when  taken  from  the  fond  em- 
brace of  loving  parents,  by  death  ?  They  are  bom  depraved,  they 
d&e  depraved.  Assuredly,  depraved  beings  cannot  enter  heaven. 
Moreover,  the  Elder  contends  there  is  no  change  after  death.  He 
has  set  himself  firmly  against  this  idea,  and  has  repeatedly  chal- 
lenged me  to  show_  the  slightest  evidence  that  anythfng  can  be 
done  to  secure  salvation,  after  passing  the  portals  of  tl^  grave. 
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What,  then,  becomes  of  iofante  after  death  ?  As  certala  as  the 
seotimeiits  ho  advocates  are  true,  every  infant  called  away  by  death, 
faH8  into  the  nether  depths  of  Eternal  Damnation ! ! !  This  is 
the  plain  and  positive  teaching  of  those  doctrines,  whether  Calvin- 
istic  or  Methodistic,  which  boastingly  and  impudently  claim  to  be 
exclusively"  Evangelical !" 

Moreover,  according  to  those  enligkUfied  expounders  of  man's 
nature,  when  Jesus  took  little  children  in  his  arms  and  blessed 
them,  he  embraced  and  blessed  depraved  imps.  When  he  ex- 
claimed— "  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven/'— he  declared  that 
the  kingdom  of  heaven  was  composed  of  depraved  beings.  And 
when  ''  Jesus  called  a  little  child  unto  him,  and  set  him  in  the 
midst  of  them,  [his  disciples,]  and  said,  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  ex- 
cept ye  be  converted,  and  become  as  little  children,  ye  shall  not 
enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven'' — we  must  understand  him  as  teach- 
ing that  men  must  become  **  depraved"  before  tbey  can  enter  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  !  !  It  is  impossible  to  avoid  these  conclusions 
on  the  principles  advocated  by  Eider  Holmes.  Parents,  I  must 
appeal  to  you  once  more,  althoiu;h  perhaps  my  friend  will  insist  I 
am  addressing  a  very  depraved  feeling  in  your  heart.  What  think 
you  of  this  evangelical  doctrine  of  depravity,  whether  total  or 
natural  ?  Can  he  reason  even  one  of  these  mothers  into  the  be- 
lief that  the  cherub  which  slumbers  so  calmly  and  sweetly  on  her 
breast — whose  bewitching  smile  and  innocent  prattle  appear  so 
harmless  and  innocent— is  a  corrupted  wretch,  with  its  little  heart 
sqrcharged  with  black  depravity  ?  Can  he  make  a  father  or  a 
mother  believe  that  the  chUdreu  whoai  death  has  torn  from  their 
embrace,  have  gone  down  to  dwejl  in  darkness  and  woe  forever  ? 
I  tell  you  plainly,  parents,  you  must  believe  all  this,  or  wholly  re- 
ject the  system  of  doK^trine  my  opponent  is  seeking  to  establish  in 
this  debate ! !  . 

Elder  Holmes  has  declared  he  believed  in  Total  Depravity,  and 
'  yet  he  has  labored  to  convince  the  audience  that  he  does  not  be- 
fieye  that  odious  sentiment.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  wnat  his 
real  yiews  are  upon  the  subject,  or  whether  he  has  any  clear  and 
settled  opinion.  Indeed  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  his  real  be- 
lief is,  in  regard  to  the  main  topic  of  our  debate.  He  declared 
in  his  last  speech  on  the  secofuf  question,  that  *'  if  he  believed  Uni- 
yersalism  he  would  not  preacli  it.T  This  has  the  merit  of  being 
yery  plain  language.  He  means  he  would  not  preach  what  he  be- 
lieved to  be  the  TRUTH.  The  inference  is,  that  he  would  delibe- 
rately and  wilfully  proclaim  what  he  knew  to  be  FALSE ! ! !  I 
have  not  a  doubt  there  are  many  clergymen  in  the  world  who  are 
influenced  far  more  by  the  dictates  of  selfish  policy,  than  the  high 
convictions  of  duty.  Only  let  error  be  popular,  fashionable  and 
wealthy — let  it  be  capable  of  bestowing  worldly  titles  and  honors 
upon  them — let  it  be  dubbed  "  Evangelical,'*  though  the  name  be 
i^ficdect  i7»tf»omtfr— and  they  will  become  its  vociferous  advocates 
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though  in  so  doing,  they  should  trample  in  the  very  dust  beneath 
their  feet,  that  which  thej  believed  to  be  God's  holy  truth.  I 
know  not  how  others  may  estimate  such  principles  of  action,  but 
for  myself,  I  utterly  detest  them  !  Whether  my  opponent  belongs 
to  this  class  of  preachers  or  not,  I  leave  the  world  to  determine  from 
his  own  words.  He  plainly  declares  that  he  would  not  preach  what 
he  believed  to  be  the  solemn  and  revealed  truth  of  God.  Though  he 
was  convinced  that  the  Bible  doctrine  is  true,  which  declares  the 
absolute  certainty  of  punishment  for  sin — that  '^  though  hand  joined 
in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  not  be  unpunished*' — yet  he  would  not 
pri)claim  a  sentiment  so  salutary  ;  but  would  stubbornly  persevere 
in  his  present  course  of  virtually  encourcbging  men  into  sin,  by 
proclaiming  the  doctrine  that  they  can  indulge  in  every  vile  pro- 
pensity, in  every  wicked  habit,  and  still  escape  the  just  punish- 
ment of  their  crimes  by  repentance  before  death ' !  Yea,  he  un- 
blushingly  tells  u.<s  that  did  he  believe  God  would  so  arrange  his 
Providence,  so  administer  his  government,  so  exhibit  his  truth 
and  grace  through  the  gospTel  of  Christ,  as  to  bring  all  souls  to 
sincere  repentance,  obeJience  and  love — a  sentiment  admired  and 
loved  by  every  christian  soul,  by  every  pure  spirit  in  the  universe 
— he  would  absolutely  refuse  to  proclaim  it  to  men ! !  But  while 
believing  that  sublime  and  glonous  doctrine,  the  probability  is, 
he  would  still  continue  preaching  what  he  felt  in  his  heart  to  be 
the  abominable  FALSEHOOD  of  endless  wrath  and  woe ! !  After 
this  avowal,  I  shall  not  know  where  to  class  my  opponent.  He 
Tuay  be  a  believer  in  endless  punishment — but,  I  have  some  sus- 
picions he  at  heart  believes  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  I  know 
he  does  not  acknowledge  thi.s;  but  he  has  told  us  he  would  not 
own  it,  if  it  were  tnie.  Perhaps  he  belongs  to  that  class,  of 
whom  the  orthodox  Professor  Stuart  speaks,  when  he  declares 
that  "  not  a  few"  of  Evangelical  clergymen,  are  in  SECRET,  be- 
lievers in  the  salvation  of  all  mankind!  It  may  be,  after  all,  that 
I  am  holding  this  discussion,  with  a  real,  confirmed,  Universal' 
ist !  And  it  is  possible,  before  we  close,  my  friend  will  be  ready 
to  confess  the  fact  to  the  world.  On  due  repentance  of  his  sin 
of  concealment^  I  should  be  most  happy  to  receive  him  as  a  be- 
liever and  preacher  of  that  doctrine,  which  has  been  proclaimed 
"  by  all  God's  holy  prophets  since  the  world  began."  Were  I 
to  judge  the  Elder  by  his  heart,  I  should  have  strong  evidence  of 
the  justness  of  my  suspicions  that  he  is  already  a  universalist. 
For  he  acknowledges  he  desires  the  salvation  of  all  men,  and 
prays  that  they  may  be  saved  !  But  alas !  should  I  judge  by  hi« 
headj  his  logic,  by  nis  manner  of  reasoning,  by  his  plain  contra- 
diction of  that  most  positive  of  all  declarations  in  the  Bible,  God 
^^  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth" — my  hopes  of  his  Universalism  would  vanish! 

Elder  Holmes*  seventh  Argument  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Punishment,  is  drawn  from  the  Atonement.     We  have 
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once  gone  over  this  entire  ground.  Why  he  has  returned  to  it 
again,  it  would  be  difficult  to  decide,  unless  it  is  to  swell  the  nu- 
mtricid  array  of  his  ar^ments»  or  in  the  hopes  of  supplying  some 
of  the  deficiencies  of  nis  former  positions  on  this  topic.  In  this 
areument  I  can  perceive  nothing  new  of  any  great  importance. 
It  18  but  a  repetition  of  his  former  positions  and  assertions,  which 
have  been  introduced  so  often  that  they  have  become  absolutely 
thread-bare.  I  have  already  shown  to  the  satisfaction  as  I  trust,  of 
the  enlightened  and  candid,  that  the  views  of  the  Atonement  held 
by  Elder  Holmes  and  partialists  generallv,  are  unscriptural  and 
inconsistent.  I  might,  therefore,  pass  by  this  argument  in  silence. 
But  lest  my  friend  should  complain  that  I  do  not  treat  his  labors 
respectfully,  I  will  notice  a  few  points  he  has  advanced  under 
this  head. 

He  insists  there  is  no  way  to  account  for  the  sufferings  of  Christ 
except  that  they  were  expiatortf — ^i.  e.  in  the  place  of  others ! 
With  his  permission,  I  replv  that  there  is  a  very  easy  and  con- 
sistent way  of  accounting  lor  the  Redeemer's  sufferings,  on  a 
principle  entirely  different.  Cannot  one  being  suffer  for  another, 
without  suffering  in  his  place,  as  a  substitute,  to  receive  the  pun^ 
ishment  his  due  ?  This  question  grows  out  of  a  common  sense 
view  of  the  subject,  and  admits  oi  but  one  answer.  The  world 
is  full  of  instances  going  to  show  that  men  often  suffer  for  each 
other's  good,  on  principles  of  benevolence,  without  taking  each 
other's  place.  Did  not  the  noble  Howard  endure  privation  and 
suffering  for  the  good  of  the  most  wicked  and  wretched  of  men, 
even  of  felons  and  murderers,  without  suffering  in  their  place,  or 
expiating  their  guilt  ?  Did  not  the  heroes  of  our*  Revolution  suf- 
fer every  hardship  for  the  benefit  of  our  common  country,  with- 
out expiating  the  sins  of  their  fellow-citizens  ?  In  my  notice  of  ^ 
this  subject,  on  the  first  question,  I  gave  several  instances  where' 
the  Apostles  spoke  of  suffering  for  each  other,  and  of  suffering 
for  Christ.  Were  their  sufferings  expiatory  ? — Did  they  suffer  in 
each  other's  place,  or  in  the  place  or  stead  of  Christ  ?  I  also 
showed  that  tne  same  Greek  word  [uper]  which  was  used  in  the 
New  Testament  to  describe  the  sense  m  which  the  Apostles  suf- 
fered for  one  another,  was  used  to  denote  the  sense  in  which 
Christ  suffered  for  the  world.*  Here  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
satisfy  us  of  the  truth  of  the  following  conclusions.  1.  The 
atonement  effected  by  Christ  was  not  designed  to  save  men  from 
endless  punishmetU.  Mv  friend  has  not  shown  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  any,  that  men  deserve  such  a  punishment,  or  were  even 
exposal  to  it.  Until  he  proves  this,  his  argument  from  the  atone- 
ment rests  on  sheer  assumption.  2.  The  sufferings  of  Christ 
were  not  expiatory — they  were  not  to  screen  men  from  the  just 
punishment  of  their  sins.    It  is  the  undivided  testimony  of  the 

■■      ■  ■  — ^illM      ■     ■     ■    ■      I  ■  ■■■■■III  ■       . 
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Bcriptares  that  each  man  must  suffer  for  his  sins  in  his  own  per* 
eon.  3.  The  sufferings  of  Christ  were  in  the  behalf  oi  mankind, 
and  not  in  their  stead.  He  labored,  suffered,  died  for  us,  as  one 
friend  or  brother  should  suffer  for  another — for  our  benefit,  our 
spiritual  improvement,  our  permanent  happiness.  This  great 
fact  forms  the  most  beautiful  trait  in  the  character  of  Jesus. 
Having  thus  suffered  for  us,  he  could  with  much  propriety  exhort 
us  to  imitate  his  example,  and  be  willing  to  labor  and  suffer  for 
one  another,  if  need  be. 

If  the  atonement  of  Christ  was  designed  to  save  men  from  just 
punishment  due  their  wickedness,  then  all  mankind  will  he  saved 
from  every  particle  of  punishment.  My  friend  will  acknowledge 
the  atonement  was  made  for  all.  Will  it  not  prove  efficacious  to 
the  entire  exteut  for  which  it  was  designed  ^  Let  Elder  Holmes  , 
consult  the  Calvinistic  brethren  of  his  own  Evangelical  school, 
and  they  will  inform  him  the  atonement  will  conier  its  benefits 
upon  every  soul  for  whom  it  was  originally  designed.  They 
will  ridicule,  as  absurd  in  the  extreme,  the  idea  that  any  for 
whom  Christ  died,  will  fail  of  participating  in  the  salvation  his 
death  was  designed  to  effect.  Now,  unite  this  tenet  of  the  Cal- 
vinists,  with  the  position  of  the  Methodists,  that  Christ  tasted 
death  for  every  man — the  atonement  was  made  for  the  whole 
world — and  between  them  both,  they  prove  the  truth  on  this  sub- 
ject— the  salvation  of  all  mankind ! ! 

My  friend  has  favored  us  with  a  brief  criticism  on  the  Greek 
■words  "ilasmos"  and  "ilasterion,*'  rendered  in  the  New  TestamenI 
**  propitiation."     He  says  they  were  used  by  the  Greeks  to  indi- 
cate one  who  turned  away  the  wrath  of  another.     Suppose  ws 
allow  that  the  Greeks  used  these  words  in  such  a  sense,  are  we  to 
believe  the  scripture  writers  attached  the  same  meaning  to  them  ? 
Then  we  must  believe  "  the  God  of  love"  is  actually  tilled  with 
wrath  towards  his  creatures,  and  anxious  to  pour  it  upon  them. 
But  at  the  same  time  Vhile  overflowing  with  innnite  wrath  against 
man,  he  was  so  moved  by  love*  as  to  send  his  Son  to  endeavour 
to  "turn   away"  his  own  wrat^  from  its  wretched  objects!! 
This  is  another  of  the  beautiful  consistencies  of  orthodoxy  I     Is 
it  not  more  consistent  to  suppose  St.  Paul  eave  the  word  "  ilas- 
terion,"  the  sense  attached  to  it  by  the  Ola   Testament  writers, 
than  by  Greek  poets  ?    In  the  '*  holiest  of  holies,"  of  the  ancient 
Jewish  sanctuary  and  temple,  the  "  Mercy  seal "  over  which  the 
cherubims  spread  their  wmgs,  was  called  the  "ilasterion."    At 
this  mercy  seat  God  promised  to  meet  the  Jewish  High  Priest, 
and  commune  with  him  in  regard  to  the  interests  of  his  chosen 
people. — (See  Ex.  xxv.  17-22.)     In  the  New  Testament,  in  re- 
ference to  this  ancient  mercy  seat,  Jesus  is  figuratively  denomi-    , 
nated  the  ilasterion,  or  the  medium^  under  the  gospel  disoensation, 
through  which  God  will  meet  and  commune  with  the  cnildren  of 
men.    In  other  words  "  ilasterion,"  when  used  in  refeceac^  V^ 
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Christ,  80  far  from  signifying  that  he  turns  awajr  the  wrath  of 
God,  or  the  displeasure  of  Gc3,  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself  in  the 
place  of  the  sinner,  means  simply  and  only  that  he  is  the  medium 
through  which  God  will  confer  the  blessings  of  the  gospel  on  men, 
and  save  them  from  their  sins.  The  Apostle  says—"  Being  jus- 
tified freely  by  his  mce,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Christ 
Jesus :  Whom  Gog  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  [ilasterion] 
through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the 
remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God/* 
— Rom.  iii.  24-25.)  Thus  Jesus  Christ  is  represented  as  the 
medium  through  which  men  obtain  redemption  and  forgiveness 
of  sins.  "  If  any  man  sins,  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Fath- 
er, Jesus  Christ  the  righteous.  And  he  is  the  propitiation  iilas- 
mos]  for  our  sins ',  and  not  for  ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world. ^^ — (1  John  ii.  1,  2.)  Jesus  Christ  is  the  advocate, 
the  medium,  through  whom  the  Apostles,  the  early  converts  and 
the  whole  world,  will  be  finally  saved  from  their  sins. 

The  views  advanced  by  Mr.  Holmes  in  regard  to  the  word 
"  Redemption,"  need  detain  me  but  a  few  moments.  He  informs 
us  it  is  from  a  Greek  word  which  signifies  *^  to  Durchase."  The 
Elder  not  only  takes  his  meaning  of  the  word  "  Redemption** 
from  Pagan  authority,  but  he  draws  the  theolofry  he  builds  upon 
it,  from  the  same  source.  The  heathen  believed  they  could  "pur- 
chase" the  favor  of  their  gods,  and  "  purchase "  release  from 
torments  they  were  ready  to  inflict  upon  them,  by  bloody  sacrifi- 
ces of  animals,  and  sometimes  of  human  victims.  My  opponent, 
together  with  all  his  partialist  brethren,  entertain  similar  gross 
and  abhorent  views  of  numan  redemption.  They  maintain  Christ 
'<  purchased  "  man^s  redemption  from  the  wrath  of  God,  and  the 
claims  of  justice,  by  paying  the  price  of  his  oirn  blood ! !  /  They 
insist  the  sanguinary  contract  was  made  and  executed,  and  the 
blood  of  Christ  was  poured  out  as  the  price  of  the  release  of  man- 
kind from  punishment ! !  Abhorrent  as  this  view  is  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  holy  and  benevolent  Creator,  it  could  be  better 
tolerated,  did  those  who  advocate  it  legitimately  carry  out  and 
adopt  its  results.  But  they  most  inconsistently  contend  that  a 
great  part  of  those  whose  redemption  Jesus  bought  and  paid  for, 
at  a  price  so  dear,  will  not,  after  all,  be  redeemed  from  punish- 
ment, agreeably  to  the  original  stipulation.  If  Christ  has  actually 
"  purchased"  tne  redemption  of  all  men  from  the  claims  of  God^s 
justice,  and  in  good  faith  paid  the  bloody  compensation,  as  my 
opponent  maintains,  why,  in  reason^s  name,  are  not  all  released 
for  ever  from  punishment  ?  Why  is  it  insisted  that  unless  the 
creature  himself  **  purchases"  his  salvation  over  again,  by  his 
own  deeds,  he  shall  be  sent  into  endless  torments?  How  mon- 
strous— how  blasphemous — such  views  of  God^s  proceedings. 

Whatever  the  (Greeks  or  other  Pagans  may  believe  on  this  sub» 
rhaterer  definiUon  dictioivaxvea^  prepared  by  believers  in 
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partial  doctrines,  may  eive  to  disputed  words  in  theology,  I  value 
the  scripture  usage  of  its  own  language,  as  deserving  of  more 
weight  than  all.  The  word  **  redemption,"  in  the  Bihle,  has  pre- 
cisely the  same  meaning,  so  far  as  its  doctrine  is  concerned,  as 
**  salvation."  To  redeem  men,  is  simply  to  save  them.  And  re- 
demption, like  salvation,  is  not  from  punishment,  but  from  5iii. 
A  few  passages  will  illustrate  the  correctness  of  this  position. 
**  He  shall  redeem  Israel  [from  punishment  ?  No — ]  from  all  his 
iniquities." — (Ps.  cxxx.  8.)  Christ  "gave  himself  for  us,  that  he 
might  redeem  us  [from  the  penalty,  the  punishment  of  sin  1  No — ] 
from  all  iniquity,  and  purify  unto  himself  a  peculiar  people,  zeal- 
ous of  good  works." — (Titus  ii.  14.)  It  is  true,  St.  Paul  declares 
that  "Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law." — (Gal. 
iii.  13.)  But  I  showed  on  the  first  question,  that  the  Apostle  in 
this  language,  evidently  meant  that  he  and  the  believing  Jews  of 
his  day,  had  been  saved  from  the  rites  and  ceremonies,  and  all 
the  burthens  of  the  old  Ceremonial  Law.* 

Elder  Holmes  has  quoted  John  iii. 16 — "For  God  so  loved  the 
world  that  he  gave  his  only  begotton  Son,  that  whosoever  believ- 
eth  in  him  should  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting'  life."  Why 
did  he  not  proceed  and  give  us  the  next  verse  ? — "For  God  sent 
not  his  Son  into  the  world,  to  condemn  the  world,  but  that  the 
world  through  him  him,  might  be  saved,'*  He  insists  that  the  word 
"perish,"  in  the  16th  verse,"  means  to  be  utterly  lost!!"  Suppose 
I  should  allow  this,  it  would  not  help  my  opponent  in  the  least. 
For  the  succeeding  verse  which  I  have  quoted,  declares  positively 
that  Christ  came  to  save  the  world,  the  entire  race  of  man,  from 
the  condition  described  by  the  word  "perish,"  let  it  be  what  it 
mJiy. 

But  the  word  "perish"  in  this  passage,  or  any  other  in  the 
Bible,  does  not  mean  to  be  utterly  lost.'  The  scripture  usage  of 
the  word,  the  best  criterion  to  judge  of  its  import,  will  abundantly 
sustain  this  position — "There  is  a  just  man  that  perisheth  in  his 
righteousness." — (Eccl.  vii.  15.)  "The  righteous /infm^/A  and  no 
man  layeth  it  to  heart." — (Isa.  Ivii.  1.)  Does  "perish"  in  either  of 
these  places,  signify  to  be  utterly  lost  1  Are  prophets  and  just 
and  righteous  men  for  ever  lost  ?  If  the  Elders  definition  of  nertsh 
is  correct,  it  must  be  so.  The  Greek  word  which  our  translators 
have  rendered  "perish,"  in  John  iii.  16,  is  Apoletau  It  never  sig- 
nifies "utterly  lost" — i.  e.  endlessly  miserable.  Apoletai,  Apolese, 
etc.,  are  in  the  New  Testament,  translated  "perish,"  "destroy," 
"lost,"  but  in  no  sense  conveying  the  idea  of  eternal  misery,  as 
will  be  seen  by  the  following  examples :  "The  thief  cometh  not, 
but  for  to  steal,  and  to  kill  and  to  destroy," — [apolese.] — (John  x. 
10.)  "They  say  unto  him.  He  [the  Master  of  the  vineyard]  will 
miserably  destroy  [apolesei]  those  wicked  men."— (Matt.  xxi.  41.) 

«  See  pp.  us,  27-«l,  fi2. 
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Here  Awdetei  signifies  to  puoish,  or  at  most  to  take  life,  without 
any  reference  to  a  future  world.  "  What  man  of  vou,  having  a  hun- 
dred sheep,  if  he  lose  [apolesas]  one  of  them,  doth  not  leave  the 
ninety  and  nine  in  the  wilderness,  and  goeth  after  that  which  is 
lost,,  [apololos]  until  he  find  it  ?  *  *  *  ♦  And  when  he 
Cometh  home,  he  calleth  together  his  friends  and  neighbors,  say- 
ing unto  them.  Rejoice  with  me.,  for  I  have  found  my  sheep  which 
was  lost,"  [apololos.] — (Luke  xv.  4-6.)  The  conclusion  of  the- 
Parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son  reads  as  follows  :  "  It  was  meet  that 
we  should  make  merry  and  be  glad,  for  this  thy  brother  was  dead, 
and  is  alive  again,  and  was /os/,  [apololos,]  and  is  found.'' — (Luke 
XV.  32.)  These  examples  show  us  that  the  scripture  usage  of  the 
word  rendered  perish^  does  not  denote  an  *'  utterly  lost"  or  end- 
lessly wretched  condition,  but  a  state  of  darkness,  bewilderment, 
unbelief  and  sin.  Neither  do  the  Lexicons,  with  all  the  preju- 
dices of  their  authors  in  favor  of  my  friend's  doctrine,  assert  that 
these  original  words  signify  "  endless  woe."  The  most  they  as- 
sert is,  that  in  two  or  three  cases,  they  signify /u/ure  punishment 
— ^not  endless.  And  even  in  taking  this  ground,  it  is  evident  they 
were  governed  more  by  their  creeds,  than  the  scripture  usage  of 
those  words. 

Elder  Holmes  has  attempted  a  reply  to  my  fifth  Negative  Ar- 
gument, that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery  is  of  heathen  origin. 
He  denies  this  fact,  but  gives  us  nothmg  stronger  than  his  naked 
assertions,  to  support  this  denial.  In  my  argument  on  this  point, 
I  not  only  asserted  that  the  doctrine  under  consideration  was  of 
heathen  origin,  but  I  introduced  the  most  abundant  and  satisfac- 
tory proof  01  the  correctness  of  my  position.  I  showed  that  End- 
less Punishment  is  not  taught  in  the  Old  Testament — that  such  a 
sentiment  was  never  revealed  to  God's  ancient  people — and  gave 
you  the  language  of  several  eminent  orthodox  commentators, 
who  acknoNvledged  this  fact.  While  the  Jews  thus  had  no  be- 
lief in  eternal  woe — indeed,  while  all  their  holy  prophets  were 
proclaiming  the  doctrine  of  "  the  restitution  of  all  things,"  (see 
Actsiii.  21,)  the  heathen  nations  all  around  them,  were  believers 
in  endless  suflering — showing  beyond  the  reach  of  a  reasonable 
doubt,  that  it  originated  in  their  midst.  I  gave  also  the  testimony 
of  the  most  learned  heathen  writers,  in  which  they  assert  in  so 
many  words,  that  "Infernal  punishments,"  were  invented  by  their 
priests  and  legislators  to  keep  the  common  people  in  some  re- 
straint. Moreover,  I  gave  you  the  language  of  Bishop  Lowth,  in 
support  of  the  fact,  that  the  idea  of  torments  in  the  invisible  world, 
onginated  in  the  custom  amon^  the  ancients,  of  burying  the  bodies 
of  their  dead^  in  deep  and  dark  caverns  of  the  earth. 

How  does  my  friend  meet  this  array  of  testimony  ?    Does  he 

show  that  my  positions  are  not  sound,  or  that  my  evidence  is  not 

to  the  point,  and  not  to  be  relied  upon  ?     Does  he  invalidate  any 

Jhing  I  have  said  oq  this  sub^ect^  or  overthrow  a  single  fact  I  hare 
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asfterted?  Not  at  all.  But  parrot-like,  he  re-echoes  and  returns 
my  words  by  saying  that  some  of  the  sentiments  of  Universal- 
ists  are  of  heathen  origin.  If  I  were  to  admit  this,  what  then  V 
Would  it  show  that  endless  punishment  is  not  the  invention  of 
the  heathen  ?  My  friend  does  not  expect  this.  He  knows  that 
wherever  Universalism  may  have  come  from,  does  not  alter  the 
well  established  fact,  that  eternal  wretchedness  is  a  dogma  of  pure 
pagan  origin.  The  only  expedient  the  perplexed  man  can  resort 
to — ^the  only  consolation  he  can  hope  for  in  his  sad  predicament 
— is  to  endeavor  to  drag  me  into  the  same  miry  pit  with  himself, 
and  bring  my  doctrine  down  to  the  same  low  heathen  origin  with 
his  own.  How  does  he  succeed  in  this  attempt  ?  The  iSLCi  that 
traces  of  a  doctrine  may  be  found  among  the  heathen,  is  not  of 
itself,  satisfactory  evidence,  that  it  is  a  heathen  sentiment.  We 
may  well  suppose  it  possible  that  now  and  then  one  can  be  found 
in  their  midst,  who  is  in  possession  of  some  rays  of  truth.  I  did 
not  rest  my  argument  that  endless  woe  is  a  heathen  doctrine,  on 
the  simple  circumstance  that  it  prevailed  generally  in  their  theolo- 
gy, but  1  depended  on  the  fact  which  I  proved,  that  it  originated 
with  the  heathen.  I  showed  the  way  in  which  the  idea  was  first 
suggested,  and  the  object  for  which  the  doctrine  was  first  invented 
and  palmed  upon  the  ignorant  Pagan  nations.  Does  my  friend 
give  any  evidence  that  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  was 
invented  by  the  heathen,  or  ori|^inated  with  them  1  Not  the  slight- 
est. He  says  that  Universalism  agrees  with  heathenism  in  main- 
taining that  sin  arises  from  the  bodily  passions.  But  all  he  hopes 
to  build  on  this  assertion,  is  overturned  when  it  is  known  that 
the  theory  that  sin  originates  in  the  bodily  passions,  is  not  one 
peculiar  to  Universalism.  Some  Universalists  believe  it,  while 
others  reject  it.  In  all  ages  this  has  been  a  matter  of  discussion 
among  theologians  of  every  class  and  sect. 

That  among  the  profound  thinkers,  the  sages  and  philosophers 
of  the  ancients,  one  should  occasionally  be  found,  upon  whose 
mind  the  light  of  the  sublime  idea  of  a  final  state  of  univeisai 
harmony,  peace  and  happiness  had  dawned,  is  no  marvel.  Nei- 
ther can  it  militate  against  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  I  advocate. 
Indeed  it  could  not  well  be  otherwise,  than  that  the  more  wise 
and  enlightened  should  now  and  then  get  a  glimpse  of  this  glori- 
ous sentiment.  In  studying  the  great  book  of  Nature,  they  could 
not  avoid  obtaining  some  just  conceptions  of  Nature*s  God.  How 
could  they  contemplate  the  heavenly  bodies,  the  sun,  the  moon 
and  stars,  the  vastness  and  grandeur  of  the  universe,  and  the  per- 
fection with  which  the  great  mechanism  of  the  celestial  bodies  roll 
on  in  their  allotted  spheres,  from  age  to  age,  with  neither  variable- 
ness nor  the  shadow  of  turning,  without  obtaining  some  well 
grounded  conceptions  of  the  Wisdom  and  the  Omnipotence  of  De- 
ity? How  could  they  mark  the  evidences  of  6«neuo^ence,  exhibi- 
ted in  the  light  of  the  son,  the  falling  of  the  rains,  the  fruitfulness 
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of  the  earth,  the  changes  of  the  eeasons,  and  in  all  the  varied  pro- 
TiBions  made  for  the  wants  of  man  and  beast,  without  becoming 
deeply  impressed  with  the  goodness  of  the  creating  Being  ?  That 
a  few  philosophical  minds  should  follow  the  teachings  of  these 
lessons  of  nature,  until  they  were  guided  into  the  belief  that  God's 
lore  is  infinite,  and  that  under  its  promptings  he  will  bring  all  his 
creatures  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  own  endless  bliss,  is  a  confirma' 
tion,  rather  than  a  disproof  of  Universal  Salvation.  But  when  the 
heathen  eo  to  work  and  invent  a  doctrine  to  keep  the  ignorant  in 
awe,  as  they  tell  us  they  did  future  torments,  the  evidence  that  it 
is  a  false  doctrine,  is  overwhelming ! 

Mr.  Holmes  speaks  of  the  condemnation  of  Origen*s  Universal- 
ism  by  the  Fifth  General  Council.  That  fact  is  full  of  significance , 
in  connection  with  the  attendant  circumstances.  Many  of  Origen*8 
religious  and  philosophical  views,  were  disputed  in  his  own  day 
and  for  ages  after.  But  it  is  an  important  circumstance,  which  I 
have  already  noticed,  that  during  his  life,  and  for  several  hundred 
years  afterwards,  not  a  single  objection  was  made  to  bis  Univer' 
talisntt  in  all  the  christian  church.  While  eager  to  condemn  every 
thing  he  advanced  which  they  deemed  erroneous,  not  a  word  was 
breathed  against  the  doctrine  he  so  often  advocated,  and  so  long 
dwelt  upon,  of  the  final  restoration  and  salvation  of  all  mankind. 
I  defy  my  opponent  to  produce  a  line  or  a  word  against  Origen*s 
Universalism  for  some  two  or  three  hundred  years  after  bis  death, 
from  any  christian  writer  of  those  ages.  This  shows  conclusively 
that  the  doctrine  of  the  eventual  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men,  prevailed  generally  in  the  christian  church,  for  several  of 
the  first  centuries  of  the  christian  era.  It  was  not  until  the  church 
had  become  corrupted  by  floods  of  heathen  error,  and  the  priest- 
hood had  fallen  into  vice  and  ignorance,  and  the  purity,  piety, 
knowledge  and  intelligence  of  the  early  christians  nad  departed, 
that  Universalism  was  at  last  condemned. 

In  noticing  my  fifth  negative  argument,  the  Elder  declares  that 
to  reward  man  according  to  his  deeds,  is  to  give  him  the  great  re- 
iults  of  his  life.  Properly  understood,  this  is  correct.  God  is  con- 
tinually giving  men  the  results  of  their  conduct,  throughout  their 
days.  When  they  obey  him,  the  result  is  a  rich  reward,  bestowed 
at  once,  without  delaying  to  another  existence.  If  they  disobey,  the 
necessary  result  is  wretchedness,  from  which  no  escape  is  allowed 
until  a  just  punishment  is  administered.  But  the  partialist  system 
violates  this  just  principle.  It  teaohes  that  all  the  results  of  man^ 
life  are  experienced  in  the  future  state  of  being — and  that  these  re- 
sults are  not  according  as  he  had  lived,  but  according  as  he  dies. 
Though  he  live  a  saint,  and  die  after  an  hour's  sin,  the  result  vrill 
be  endless  woe.  But  he  may  live  to  old  age  in  the  practice  of 
every  species  of  sin,  yet  if  he  repents  before  be  dies,  the  result 
will  be  an  eternity  of  felicity.    This  he  contends  is  rewarding 
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men  according  to  their  deeds/ — giving  them  tlie  restdts  of  their 
lives! 

Mr  opponent  inquires,  whether  a  good  man  who  apostatizes  be- 
fore deatn,  oueht  to  be  rewarded  ?  I  reply,  he  had  ought  to  be  re- 
warded for  whatever  good  deeds  he  has  performed,  and  punished 
for  his  apostacy.  But  not  punished  forever — ^for  he  does  not  just- 
ly deserve  such  a  punishment !  He  inquires  also  whether,  if  the 
smner  repents  before  he  dies,  his  punishment  ought  not  to  cease  ? 
The  sophistry  of  this  inquiry  is  seen,  iu  a  fact  which  is  kept  out 
of  si^bt  in  the  question,  viz : — that  according  to  partialism,  the  sin- 
ner IS  not  punished  at  all  in  this  life.  Hence,  by  repentance  he 
escapes  all  punishment — and  for  the  good  work  of  a  day,  he  re- 
ceives the  reward  of  an  eternity  of  happiness.  This  is  the  point 
where  his  system  violates  all  the  principles  of  equity.  As  to  the 
passage  of  scripture  which  the  felder  quotes  from  Rom.  ii.  16,  it 
nas  not  the  sbghtest  allusion  to  a  day  of  judgment  in  another 
world.  Let  the  word  dispensation  be  substituted  for  day,  which 
is  the  true  meaning  of  the  Apostle,  and  the  actual  import  of  this 
long  abused  passage  is  easily  understood : — "  In  the  day  [Greek 
— emeron — era,  dispensation,]  when  God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of 
men  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel."  There  could  not 
well  be  a  greater  perversion  of  scripture  than  the  Elder's  applica- 
tion of  this  passage. 

Mr.  Holmes  says  he  does  not  repudiate  reason.  I  take  issue 
on  this  point,  and  insist  he  has  virtually  repudiated  reason.  Has 
he  not  cast  every  indignity  on  reason.  Has  he  not  endeavored 
to  undermine  our  confidence  in  this,  our  highest  capacity, 
by  asserting  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  upon  it? — 
that  it  leads  the  heathen  and  the  infidel  into  their  absurdities? 
— and  finally  declared,  in  so  many  words,  that  it  is  *'an  erring 
guide?*'  In  his  article  in  the  Methodist  Review,  July,  1847,  he 
says — "  Besides  the  practice,  which  unfortunately  [i.  e.  unfortu- 
nately for  orthodoxy,]  is  too  prevalent,  of  subjecting  the  doctrines 
of  revelation  to  the  test  of  himian  reason y  has  long  been  a  fruitful 
source  of  diversity  and  error  in  matters  of  religion." — ^p.  414.) 
This  I  call  repudiating  reason  quite  effectually !  He  charges  me 
with  maintaining  that  it  is  the  province  of  reason  to  determine 
what  the  scriptures  ou^ht  to  teach,  and  if  they  do  not  teach  as  I 
think  reason  demands,  I  throw  them  away.  I  deny  this  allega- 
tion— ^it  is  totally  unfounded,  length  and  br^th.  I  do  not  elevate 
reason  above  revelation,  nor  tiuce  the  ground  that  man's  reason 
should  determine  what  the  scriptures  should  teach.  My  position 
is,  and  my  opponent  well  knows  it,  that  we  must  depend  upon 
our  reason  to  learn  what  the  scriptures  do  reveal.  Without  such 
an  exercise  of  reason,  the  Bible  would  be  no  more  a  revelation  to 
us,  than  to  the  cattle  of  the  field.  It  is  the  evangelical  party  who 
arjB  disposed  to  throw  away  the  scriptures,  if  they  find  they  do 
not  teach  their  sentiments.    A  member  of  an  '*  orthodox"  church 
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ia  this  place,  declared  to  a  friend  of  mine,  ^inoe  this  del»ate 
menred,  that  if  he  thou;;ht  the  scriptares  did  not  inculcate  the  doc- 
trine of  yicarioas  atonement — i.  e.  if  it  did  not  teach  that  God  sof- 
f^red  his  innocent  Son  to  he  put  to  death,  that  men  mi|;ht  be  al- 
lovred  to  go  on  and  sin  to  their  fill,  an  1  escape  ail  panidhment 
— then  he  would  say,  '*  Away  with  the  Bible ! !" 

My  friend  asserts  that  Universal ists  make  Christ  to  be  a  devit, 
because  we  say  he  was  subjected  to  temptation. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  think  I  said  possessed  with  the  devil — that  is, 
he  bad  in  him  that  which  would  lead  him  to  temptation. 

Mr.  Aj7STi!r. — I  understood  the  brother  to  say  that  we  made 
Christ  to  be  a  devil  VVell — **  possessed  with  the  deviL"  This 
amounts  to  about  the  same  thin^.  We  only  repeat  on  this  sub- 
ject, the  exact  language  of  ttie  Apostle — that  Jesus  **  was  in  all 
points  tempted  like  as  we  are,  yet  without  sin." — (Heb  iv.  15.)  For 
what  purpose  was  he  tempted  ? — **  For  in  that  he  himself  suAered, 
beinf^  tempted,  he  is  able  to  succour  them  that  are  tempted." — 
(Heb.  ii.  18.)  We  do  not  believe  that  his  tem|»tations  were  the 
workings  of  corrupt  passions  wiihin  him.  They  were  the  outward 
allurements  of  worldly  fame,  power,  wealth  and  glory.  In  reply 
to  all  he  has  said  about  a  devil,  it  is  only  necessary  for  me  to  re- 
mark, that  in  scripture  phraseology,  according  to  ancient  modes  of 
speech,  the  principle  of  Evil,  is  personified  under  the  name  of 
JJevU  or  Satan.  This  single  fact  kept  in  view,  will  lead  loan  easy 
and  consistent  understanding  of  both  of  these  words,  wherever 
they  occur  in  the  Bible.  I  would  like  to  ask  Eider  Holmes  if  he  be- 
lieves in  the  existence  of  a  semi-omnipotent  Devil,  as  an  actual  per- 
sonage ?  If  he  does,  will  he  inform  us  how  it  is  he  has  escaped 
from  hell,  and  is  wandering  m  freedom  among  men  ?  Will  he  also 
inform  us  why  the  Almighty  allows  him  to  range  over  the  earth* 
and  allure  millions  of  God's  own  olTspring  down  to  the  pit  of  end- 
less agony,  when  in  an  instant  he  could  chain  him  a  prisoner* 
where  he  could  do  no  more  mischief,  or  by  a  word  could  annihi- 
late him  forever ! ! !  I  request  my  opponent  to  give  me  distinct 
answers  to  these  inquiries. 

The  Elder  for  some  strange  purpose,  most  singularly  charges  me 
with  maintaining  the  doctrine  of  "  purgatorial  purification.'*  He 
must  have  known  this  was  a  base  fabrication,  when  he  uttered  it. 
He  and  the  audience  are  perfectly  aware  I  repudiate  the  whole 
FICTION  whether  of  purgaiorial  or  eternal  torments.  The  pub- 
lic have  sufficient  discrimination,  if  mv  opponent  has  not,  to  dis- 
tinguish between  a  high  course  of  salutary,  elevating,  purifying 
discipline  and  instruction,  and  a  gro^s  infliction  of  bru^  tortures  I 
I  would  submit ^o  the  audience  the  condition  of  a  man^s  heart, 
and  the  nature  of  his  cause,  who  is  driven  to  indulge  in  sheer  mia- 
representation,  instead  of  bringing  forth  sound  argument !    He 
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insists  that  in  my  fiftk  negative  argument  I  violate  the  principle 
for  which  I  have  heretofore  contended,  that  punishment  is  de- 
signed for  the  reformation  of  the  transgressor.  According  to  this 
theory,  he  maintains,  the  moral  desert  of  the  transgressor  is  not  a 
consideration — that  the  question  is,  not  what  the  sinner  deserves, 
but  what  is  necessary  to  reform  him.  Is  it  possible  my  friend's 
perception  is  so  dull,  as  this  stupid  blunder  would  show  ?  Or  is 
his  idea  that  punishment  is  simply  retaliation  and  revenue  bo  fixed 
in  his  mind,  that  it  blinds  him  to  the  true  rule  of  its  infliction  ? 
Moral  desert  is  a  consideration  in  that  punishment  inflicted  for  the 
reformation  of  the  offender.  The  amount  of  punishment  necess- 
ary t(x  induce  repentance  and  reformation,  is  precisely  the  amount 
he  deserves,  on  the  equitable  principle  of  moral  desert.  Hence  all 
the  straining  of  the  Elder  to  show  that  I  have  changed  my  posi- 
tion and  contradicted  myself,  and  the  silly  **  twaddle**  with  which 
he  indulges  in  regard  thereto,  serve  only  to  display  his  weakness, 
and  the  desperate  condition  of  his  cause.  Come  friend  !  step  up 
to  something  manly  and  dignified,  and  leave  to  children  these  low 
attempts  at  wit  and  ridicule  ! ! 

My  eighth  Negative  Argument  is,  that  Endless  Punishment 
has  a  tendency  to  make  men  hard-hearted,  cruel,  revengeful  and 
blood-thirsty  !     I  do  not  by  any  means  assert  that  all  believers  in 
that  sentiment  possess  these  characteristics.    No  !  thanks  to  God ! 
he  has  made  the  hearts  of  most  of  those  who  receive  the  doctrine, 
to  be  i^T  better  than  they  have  made  their  own  creed.     But  on  cer- 
tain classes  of  its  believers,  it  has  exerted  an  influence  of  the 
most  deleterious  nature — especially  in  those  days  when  it  was 
preached  more  ovenly  and  nakedly  than  now.     Let  me  give  some 
specimens   of  the   influence  of   this   doctrine   in   hardening  the 
hearts  of  its  believers.     Tertullian,  a  Presbyter  of  Carthage,  in 
Africa,  was  the  first  preacher  in  the  Christian  church  who  ever 
proclaimed  the  literal  endlessness  of  punishment.     This  was   in 
the  third  century.     See   what  effect  the  doctrine  had  upon  him. 
In  speaking  of  his  heathen  neighbors,  he  says : — ^^  How  shall  I 
admire,  how  laugh,  how  rejoice,  how  EXULT,  when  I  behold 
so  many  kings  worshipped  as  gods  in  heaven,  together  with  Jove 
himself,  groaning  in  the  lowest  abyss  of  darkness.     So  many  ma- 
gistrates who   persecuted  the  name  of  the  Lord,  liquefying  in 
fiercer  flames  than  they  everkindled  against  Christians  !     So  many 
sage  philosophers,  blushing  in  raging  fire,  with  their  scholars 
whom  they  persuaded  to  despise  God,  and  to  disbelieve  the  resur- 
rection.    •     *    •     •     Then  shall  we  hear  the  tragedians  more 
tuneful  under  their  own  8uff*erings ;  then  shall  we  see  the  players 
far  more  sprightly  amid  the  flames ;  the  charioteer  all  red-hot  in 
his  burning  car;  and   tbe  wrestlers  hurled,  ncft  upon  the  accus- 
tomed lists,  but  upon  a  plain  of  fire." — {Tertxdl.Ve  Spectacuiis^ 
cap,  3.)     Was  this  a  c/iristian  disposition  ?      Was  it  not  rather 
the  exhibition  of  a  spirit,  savage,  revengeful,  and  cruel  ? 
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Hear  again.  Rev  Thomas  BostoDf  an  orthodox  divine  of  a  paM 
age,  in  his  work  entitled  "  Four- fold  State."  "  The  godly  wife 
snail  applaud  the  justice  of  the  judge,  in  the  condemnation  of  her 
ungodly  husband.  The  godly  husband  shall  say  amen  f  to  the 
DAMNATION  of  her  who  lay  in  his  bosom !  The  godlj  parent 
shall  say  hallelujah  !  at  the  passing  of  the  sentence  of  their  ungod- 
ly child.  And  the  ^odly  child  shall,  from  his  heart,  approve  the 
damnation  of  his  wicked  parents,  who  begot  him,  and  the  mother 
who  bore  him." — (p.  336.) 

Thomas  Vincent,  a  Calvinistic  Clergyman  who  preached  in 
London,  in  the  17th  century,  indulges  in  the  following  strain : 
*'  This  will  fill  them  with  astonishing  admiration^  and  wondering 
jay,  when  they  see  some  of  their  near  relatives  going  to  hell ; 
their  fathers,  their  mothers,  their  children,  their  husbands,  their 
wives,  their  brethren,  their  sisters,  their  intimate  friends  and  com- 
panions, while  they  themselves  are  saved !  ♦  *  ♦  *  Those 
affections  which  they  now  have  to  relatives  out  of  Christ,  will 
CEASE ;  and  they  will  not  have  the  least  trouble  to  see  them  sen- 
tenced to  hell y  and  thrust  into  the  firey  furnace."  If  the  a£^- 
tions  which  professing  Christians  now  cherish  towards  those  con- 
nected with  them  by  the  dearest  ties,  will  cease  hereafter,  and 
they!  be  brought  to  view  with  indifference  the  endless  agonies 
of  those  they  now  love,  will  not  their  feelings  become  harden- 
ed  ?  Will  they  not  have  exchanged  a  heart  oi flesh  for  a  heart  of 
stone  ? 

President  Edwards,  formerly  of  Princeton  College,  New  Jersey, 
who  stood  at  the  head  of  the  orthodox  ranks  in  the  last  century, 
makes  .use  of  the  following  language :  '^The  si^ht  of  helPs  tor- 
ments will  EXALT  the  happiness  of  the  saints  n>rever.  It  will 
not  only  make  them  more  sensible  of  the  greatness  and  freeness 
of  the  grace  of  Grod  in  their  happiness,  but  it  will  really  make 
their  happiness  the  oreater,  as  it  will  make  them  more  sensible 
of  their  own  happiness.  It  will  give  tlftm  a  more  LIVELY  REL- 
ISH for  it.  It  will  make  them  prize  it  more."  Again  says  Presi- 
dent Edwards — "  When  they  snail  see  how  miserable  others  of 
their  fellow  creatures  are,  who  are  naturally  in  the  same  circam- 
stances  with  themselves — ^when  they  shall  see  the  smoke  of  their 
torments,  and  the  raging  of  the^mf5  of  their  burning,  and  hear 
their  dolorous  SHRIEKS  and  CRIES,  and  consider  that  they,  in 
the  mean  time,  are  in  the  most  blissful  state,  and  shall  surely  be 
in  it  to  all  eternity,  how  will  they  rejoice  I" 

I  might  quote  many  pages  of  this  kind  of  sentiment.  But  this 
must  suffice.  Must  not  the  heart  be  brought  into  a  condition  har- 
der than  adamant,  to  feel  that  in  heaven,  tney  can  find  added  hap- 
piness, a  higher  zest  for  enjoyment,  in  contemplating  the  damna- 
tion of  the  dearest  objects  of  their  affections  ?  Parents,  husbands, 
wives,  children,  brothers,  sisters,  how  do  you  relish  the  prospect 
thus  held  oat  before  you  ?    How  do  you  like  a  doctrine,  that  pre- 


I 


ON  ENDLESS  PUNISHMENT.  547 

sents  such  enjofwnenis  for  your  acceptance  ?  Can  you  approve  a 
sentiment  wnicn  declares  every  particle  of  love  between  you  is 
to  be  annihilated  ?  This  must  be  a  corrert  description  of  the 
feelings  of  the  saints  in  heaven,  if  the  doctrine  of  endless  punish- 
ment is  true.  And  how  hardening  must  be  the  effects  of  such 
doctrines  on  those  who  really  believe  them,  and  enter  into  their 
spirit !  f 

This  is  the  way  that  the  doctrine  ought  to  be  preached,  if  it  is 
of  God.  These  were  bold,  honest  ana  faithful  preachers  of  it. 
Why  should  it  not  be  so  proclaimed  now  1  If  it  is  true,  it  can- 
not be  preached  in  a  manner  too  pungent!  Why  does  not  my 
friend  opposite,  and  those  clergymen  generally  who  profess  to 
believe  in  endless  wrath,  preach  it  now,  as  it  was  a  century  ago  ? 
The  reason  is  perfectly  obvious.  It  is  because  they  DARE  NOT ! 
The  public  heart  would  loathe  and  spurn  it  with  abhorrence,  were 
it  presented  at  this  day,  in  its  true,  genuine  colors.  The  partial- 
ist  clergy  perfectly  understand  this,  and  hence  attempt  to  con- 
ceal its  odiousness ! 

Look  through  the  pages  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  yea,  and  of 
profane  history  too,  for  the  effects  of  this  doctrine  on  men's  hearts. 
You  will  find  that  all  that  has  been  done  to  disgrace  Christianity 
— every  thing  wicked,  corrupt,  malicious,  and  cruel,  which  has 
been  transacted  under  the  garb  of  religion,  has  been  done  by  be- 
lievers in  this  doctrine  oi  endless  wrath  !  Under  the  influence 
of  what  doctrine  did  professing  Christians  engage  in  fierce  perse- 
cutions— dye  their  hands  in  each  other's  blood,  simply  for  a  dif- 
ference in  religious  faith  ?  Under  the  influence  of  what  doctrine 
did  professing  Christians  march  by  hundreds  of  thousands  to  the 
Holy  Land,  and  butcher  multitudes  of  Mahometans,  because  they 
did  not  believe  in  a  Christ,  of  whom  they  had  never  heard,  except 
in  mere  name  ?  Under  the  influence  of  what  doctrine  were  the 
fires  of  martyrdom  kindled  ?  Under  the  influence  of  what  doc- 
trine was  the  cruel  Inquisition,  with  all  its  infernal  enginery  of 
torture  reared  and  put  into  operation — crushing  the  bones  of  her- 
etics, and  tearing  them  limb  from  limb?  Under  the  influence  of 
what  doctrine  was  it.  that  innocent  men  and  women  were  hung 
for  witchcraft — Quakers  banished  and  put  to  death — and  Baptists 
whipped  1  These  questions  admit  of  a  single  answer.  All  these 
enormities  were  committed  by  believers  in  eternal  woe.  It  was 
the  vengeance^  and  venom,  and  hate,  of  which  this  doctrine  is  the 
double-dijitilled  concentration,  that  embittered  and  poisoned  the 
hearts  of  those  who  took  part  in  such  bloody  and  cruel  transac- 
tions. These  deeds  of  blackness  were  the  legitimate  fruit  of  the 
malign  influence  of  such  a  doctrine  on  ignorant  and  bigotted  men. 
Oh,  God!  oh,  Christ!  what  untold  abominations  has  this  senti« 
ment  urged  men  to  commit,  in  the  name  of  thy  compassionate  and 
peaceful  religion ! ! 

My  JVinfA  Negative  Argument  is,  that  Endless  Misery  destroys 
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the  Parental  character  of  God.    The  scriptures  represent  God  as 
a  Father — as  the  Father  of  all  men.    It  is  true,  they  also  speak 
of  him  as  a  Ruler,  a  King,  a  Judge ;  but  over  and  aboTe  these — 
high  above  them,  stands  his  relationship  as  a  Parent.     All  men 
are  connected  with  God,  in  the  same  manner  that  the  son  of  an 
earthly  monarch  is  with  his  father.    The  doctrine  of  Endless  Pun- 
ishment describes  the  Most  High  as  actins;  in  a  manner  of  which 
the  most  depraved  earthly  parent  would  blush  to  be  guilty.    It 
represents  him  as  deliberately,  and  voluntarily,  placing  his  chil- 
dren where  he  knew  they  would  be  exposed  to  perils  of  the  most 
terrible  description — yea,  where  he  saw  vast  multitudes  of  them 
would  stumble  into  endless  sin  and  agony ! !     Would  any  earthly 
father  do  thus  ?    It  represents  him  as  exposing  them  to  this  doom 
without  any  necessity^  or  an}r  call  for  it.    He  could  have  allowed 
them  to  remain  uncreated,  if  he  had  pleased.     It  would  have 
caused  no  evil,  no  injury,  no  harm  to  any,  had  he  permitted  them 
to  sleep  on  in  peaceinl  non-entity  !    But  instead  of  such  a  poor 
privilege,  this  libellous  doctrine  represents  the  heavenly  Parent 
as  urging  them  into  being,  and  placing  them  all  on  the  dizzy 
precipice  of  eternal  wretch^ness — plainly  seeing  and  fully  know- 
mg  that  countless  millions  of  the  ignorant  and  deluded  creatures, 
would  plunge  off  into  the  black  gulf  of  never  ending  perdition! ! 
I  ask  again,  would  any  earthly  father  urge  his  children  into  such 
a  condition  ?    It  represents  the  Heavenly  Father  as  enduring  the 
frailties  and  follies  of  his  erring  children  for  a  little  season,  and 
then  throwing  them  from  him  in  anger,  in  hate  and  revenge,  and 
turning  on  them  the  thunder-bolts  of  Omnipotent  wrath — crush- 
ing them  down  with  almighty  power,  and  wreaking  infinite  ven- 
greance  upon  them ! !     And  this,  not  durine  a  moment,  or  a  da^, 
or  a  year  only,  but  throughout  eternity !  T    It  declares  he  will 
hear  his  offspring  cry,  and  agonize,  and  lament,  and  call  upon 
him,  as  their  Father^  and  appeal  to  his  love  and  pity  for  relief 
from  their  agony ;  but  that  he  will  remain  perfectly  unmoved, 
without  one  deling  of  compassion,  or  one  throb  of  mercy !     Yea, 
it  insists  he  will  hear  them  beg  for  an  opportunity  to  repent^  and 
become  obedient,  dutiful  and  loving  children  3   but,  horrible  to 
conceive,  he  will  not  grant  this  most  reasonable  and  consistent 
request ! !     No.    It  absolutely  says  he  will  not  even  allow  them 
the  wretched  favor  of  falling  into  annihilation^  but  will  compel 
them  to  live  forever,  that  he  may  forever  have  the  opportunity 
of  tormenting  them !     In  the  name  of  heaven,  I  ask  my  brother 
opposite,  if  it  is  not  time  to  hesitate  presenting  God  to  the  world  in 
such  a  blasphemous  light !    1  ask  the  fathers  and  mothers  of  this 
audience,  if  an  earthly  parent  would  conduct  in  a  manner  so  ab- 
horrent ?    Does  not  this  doctrine  place  the  Heavenly  Father  even 
Movj  the  worst  parent  earth  ever  saw  ? 

Brother  Moderators!  The  very  vulture  which  delights  in  blood, 
'ill  exhibit  tendertuss  towards  her  young.    She  will  line  their 
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nest  with  the  softest  down — will  feed  them  by  day — cover  them 
with  her  wings  by  night,  and  watch  over  and  protect  them,  until 
they  are  able  to  provide  for  themselves  1  In  mercy's  name,  must 
the  Heavenly  Father  be  represented  as  exhibiting  LESS  tender- 
ness for  his  offspring.  The  poet  Young  describes  the  enormity 
of  these  representations  of  the  Parent  of  the  world,  in  the  elo- 
quent and  forcible  language  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  one  sup- 
posed to  be  lost : 

**  F'ather  of  Mercies !  why  from  nlent  Earth, 
Did'st  thon  awake  and  eur§e  me  into  birth  I 
Tear  me  from  quiet — raviah  me  from  night  t 
And  make  a  thankless  present^of  thy  light  1 
Posh  into  being  a  revene  of  thee, 
And  animate  a  clod  with  misery  1 
•  ■•••• 

And  this,  my  help,  my  God,  at  thy  decree  1 
Nature  is  chang'd  and  H^  should  swaUow  me. 
And  ctaut  thou  then,  look  down  from  perfect  bliss, 
And  kee  me  plunging  in  the  dark  abyss  1 
Calling  thee  FATHER,  in  a  sea  of  fire  1 
Or  pouring  blasphemies  at  T%y  desire  1 
With  mortal's  angnish  wilt  thou  raise  Thy  name, 
And  by  my  pangt  omnipotence  proclaim  1" 

[  Young'B  ^LoMt  Dajft"  Book  in.] 

— [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES'    SIXTH   8PXECH.] 

The  language  the  gentleman  has  just  quoted  from  Youngs  is  put 
into  the  mouth  of  an  objector,  such  as  skeplics  and  Universalists* 
who,  repudiating  the  voice  of  revelation,  claim  a  more  liberal  and 
enlightened  theology,  asserting  injustice  in  the  operation  of  the 
liws  of  the  moral  universe.  If  Mr.  Austin  had  also  quoted  the  repljr, 
he  would  have  shown,  what  he  evidently  wishes  to  avoid,  the  tri- 
i|mphant  manner  in  which  the  great  poet  chastises  the  Infidel,  and 
refutes  his  railing  accusations  against  the  divine  government.  Take 
the  following  as  a  specimen  : — 

If,  then,  that  double  death  should  prore  thy  lot. 
Blame  not  the  bowels  of  the  Deity : 
Man  shall  be  blessed,  as  far  as  man  permits. 
Not  man  alone,  all  rationale,  Heaven  arms 
With  an  illustrious,  but  tremendous  power. 
That  power  denied,  men,  angels,  were  no  more 
But  paaaive  engines^  void  ofpraiee  or  blame. 
A  nature  rational,  implies  the  power 
Of  being  blessed  or  wretched,  as  we  please; 
Else  idle  reason  would  hare  naught  to  do : 
'  And  he  that  would  be  barred  capacity 
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Of  paiiif  courts  ifKOpaeUy  ofbUat, 

Heaven  trtU»  our  happineM,  oUotM  our  doom ; 

Invites  us  ardently,  bat  not  eompda. 

Heaven  but  persuades,  almightjr  man  decrees  ; 

Man  is  the  maker  of  immortal  fates. 

Man  falls  by  man,  KJinalfy  he  falls ; 

And  fall  he  must,  who  learns  from  death  alone, 

The  dreadful  secret — that  he  lives  forever. 

(Night  Serenth.) 

From  the  manner  in  which  the  gentleman  has  quoted  Dr  Yoaoc, 
it  would  seem  to  be  his  desi^  to  con?ey  the  impression  that  this 
celebrated  author  was  a  Universalist.  And  here  [  am  reminded 
again  of  t!te  list  of  Universalists,  or  distinguished  men,  claimed  as 
Universalists  paraded  before  us  a  day  or  two  since ;  and  perhaps  I 
shall  not  have  a  better  time  than  this,  to  remark  somewhat  more 
respecting  it.  I  have  asked  him  where  he  got  that  list,  but  hxvt 
received  no  satisfactory  reply. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  have  said  I  obtained  it  from  the  Ancient  His- 
tory of  Universalism,  and  various  other  sources. 

Mr.  Holmbs. — Yes,  **  and  various  other  sources."  one  of  which 
is  the  **  Universalist  Almanac,"  from  which,  I  find  by  examina- 
tion, the  gentleman  has  drawn  many  things,  asserted  so  confidently 
in  this  discussion,  but  resting  upon  no  foundation,  nat  a  very 
few  of  the  individuals  named,  supposed  future  punishment  wouid 
tirminaU,  is  probably  true,  but  as  to  the  great  majority,  they  were 
not  Universausts  in  any  sense,  and  it  is  an  injunous,  not  to  say 
willful  slander  upon  their  reputation,  to  name  them  in  such  con- 
nection. 

ft  Mr.  Austin  has  claimed  Watts  as  a  Universalist,  and  yet,  in  his 
great  zeal  to  represent  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  endless  panish- 
ment  in  as  revolting  a  iijcht  as  possible,  he  has  found  it  convenient 
to  quote  a  passage  on  that  subject  from  Dr.  Watts.  This  is  very 
consistent.  But  Watts*  writings  on  religious  and  other  subjects, 
are  too  well  known  to  the  world,  to  admit  of  his  being  passed  off 
as  a  Universalist,  unless  it  be  among  those  who  are  too  ignorant 
to  know  by  their  own  reading  that  such  a^man  ever  Jived.  His 
celebrated  hymn  commencing  with, 

"  Bioad  is  the  road  Uiat  l««ds  to  death. 
And  thomands  walk  together  there,'' 

It  itself  sufficient  to  vindicate  him  from  the  suspicion  of  Universal- 
ism. Not  long  since,  and  not  far  from  this  place,  a  certain  Univer* 
salisit  preacher,  discoursing  on  the  *^  signs  of  the  times,**  quoted 
the  first  verse  of  this  hymn,  probably  without  knowing  who  was 
its  author.  He  thought,  however,  the  idea  conveyed  was  a  great 
absurdity — adding,  it  ought  to  read  thus : — 

^  Broad  i«  the  road  that  leads  to  Itft^ 
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While  Partiaiuta  show  a  way  to  hell 
Without  a  tingle  traceUer. 

It  is  likely  the  gentleman  did  not  know  he  was  trifling  with  al- 
most the  literal  words  of  Jesus  Christ.  Doddridge  is  also  claimed 
as  a  Universalist,  at  which  I  am  astonished  beyond  measure — not 
that  there  should  be  a  desire  to  connect  the  influence  of  such  men 
with  universalist  dogmas,  but  that  any  intelligent  man  should  have 
the  effrontery  to  make  such  a  declaration  in  public.  Since  the 
gentleman  delivered  himself  on  this  point,  I  have  taken  some  pains 
to  look  in  to  the  writings  of  Doddridge,  and  if  ever  a  man  shook  the 
sinner  over  the  fires  of  an  endless  hell,  that  man  was  Dr.  Dod- 
dridge. As  a  moderate  specimen  of  the  language  he  holds  on  this 
subject,  take  the  following.  Addressing  himself  to  the  impenitent, 
he  says — <*  Thousands  are  no  doubt,  already  in  hell,  whose  guilt 
never  equalled  thine ;  and  it  is  astonishing  that  God  hath  spared 
thee  to  read  this  representation  of  thy  case,  or  to  make  any  pause 
upon  it.  O  waste  not  so  precious  a  moment,  but  enter  attentively, 
and  as  humbly  as  thou  canst,  into  those  reflections  which  suit  a 
case  so  lamentable  and  so  terrible  a.^  thine.''    Agaiu,  in  another 

Elace — "  Thine,  sinner,  is  •  everlasting  fire.*  It  is  that  which  our 
ord  hath  in  such  awful  terms  described  as  prevailing  there, 
*  where  the  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched ;'  and 
again,  in  wonderful  compassion,  a  third  time — *  when  their  worm 
dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched' — (Mark  ix.  44-46-48.) 
Nor  was  it  originally  prepared,  or  principally  introduced  for  you  : 
it  was  *  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels.'  For  those  first  grand 
rebels  who  were,  immediately  on  their  fall,  doomed  to  it :  and 
since  you  have  taken  part  with  them  in  their  apostacy,  you  roust 
sink  with  them  into  that  flaming  ruin,  and  sink  so  much  the  deeper , 
as  you  have  despised  the  Savior,  who  was  never  ofiiered  to  them. 
These  must  be  your  companions  and  your  tormentors,  with  whom 
you  must  dwell  forever." — {Doddridge* s  Rise  and  Progress.)  Is 
this  the  language  of  a  Universalist  ? 

Mr.  Austin  also  alledges,  that  Dr.  Rush  was  a  Universalist, 
of  which  there  is  not  a  particle  of  proof;  and  though  I  have  no 
published  documents  at  hand,  from  which  to  draw  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  vet,  from  his  general  reputation  as  an  orthodox  man,  and 
from  the  lact  that  he  was  a  great  admirer  of  the  theological  wri- 
tings of  the  celebrated  John  De  La  Fletcher,  a  sound  and  able 
Methodist  divine,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  the  allega- 
tion wholly  gratuitous. 

The  geiitleman^s  catalogue  also  embraces  the  name  of  Sir 
Isaac  Newton.  And  on  wnat  does  this  claim  rest  %  Why,  all 
the  proof  we  can  ^et  is,  that  somebody  said  that  Cromwell's  Sec- 
retary said,  that  Sir  Isaac  was  not  orthodox  on  the  subject  of  fu* 
ture  punishment.  The  probability  is,  that  this  vague  story,  which 
has  been  seized  with  so  much  avidit3r  by  Universaiists^  arose ii<^\s\^ 
the  fact  that  he  was  once,  during  uis  uie  >Aiaft^V3  «^\S!kft.  ^wvs^^ 
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persons,  and  for  sinister  ends,  charged  with  heing  ansoand  on  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  Dr.  Brewster  vindicates  him  from  the 
charge  of  heterodoxy ;  and  M.  Biot  has  remarked,  that  ^'  there 
is  absolutely  nothing  in  the  writings  of  Newton  to  justify,  or  eTen 
to  authorize  the  idea  that  he  was  an  anti-trinitanan.^'  Newton 
repelled  the  insinuation  with  indignation.  He  was  so  offended 
with  Mr.  Whiston  for  having  represented  him  as  an  Arian,  that  he 
would  not  permit  him  to  be  elected  a  Fellow  of  the  Royal  Society 
while  he  was  President.  I  assert  this  on  the  authority  of  Dr. 
Brewster,  who  wrote  the  life  of  Newton.  There  is  a  gentleman 
here  who  is  somewhat  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Newton 
— has  read  his  life,  and  gives  it  as  his  opinion,  that  he  was  a 
Calvinist,  of  moderate  views.  But  whether  Calvinist  or  Annini- 
an  in  his  theological  views,  it  is  quite  certain  he  was  not  a  Uni- 
versalist. 

I  find  also  the  name  of  Dr.  Thomas  Dick  set  down  amongst 
those  claimed  as  believers  in  the  dogmas  of  Universal  ism,  but  not 
only  without  authority,  but  direct!}^  in  the  face  of  his  repeated 
and  published  declarations.  In  his  **  Philosophy  of  Religion,^^ 
after  many  and  various  illustrations  of  the  influence  of  depraved 
passion  on  the  happiness  of  men,  he  remarks  as  follows :  ^^  We 
cannot  form  a  more  dreadful  picture  of  future  punishment,  than 
by  conceiving  the  principles  of  falsehood,  deceit,  and  malignity, 
and  the  passions  of  pride,  hatred,  malice,  and  revenge,  raging 
with  uncontrolled  and  perpetual  violence.  The  effects  produced 
by  the  uncontrolled  operation  of  such  principles  and  passions, 
would  be  such  as  may  be  fitly  represented  by  the  emblems  of  the 
*  worm  that  never  dies,^  '  of  devouring  fire,'  and  of  their  neces- 
sary concomitants,  *  weeping,  wailing,  and  gnashing  of  teeth.' 
What  other  ingredients  of  misery,  arising  either  from  local  circum- 
stances, from  recollections  of  the  past,  or  the  anticipation  of  the 
future,  may  be  mingled  with  the  cup  oi  future  ipoe,  it  becomes  not 
us  particularly  to  determine.''  And  as  ^^  such  a  punishmenV  produ- 
ces no  virtuous  results  or  tendencies,  he  concludes,  ^^  that  the  mise- 
ry of  wicked  intelligences,  will  continue  as  long  as  they  remain  in 
existence."  In  his  Future  State,  he  remarks  as  follows :  *^  As  the 
peace  and  serenity  of  virtuous  minds  are  preludes  of  nobler  en- 
joyments in  a  future  life,  so  those  terrors  which  now  assail  the 
wicked,  may  be  considered  as  the  beginnings  of  that  misery  and 
anguish  which  will  be  consummated  m  the  world  to  come,  in  the 
case  of  those  who  &dd  fined  impenitence  to  all  their  other  crimes." 
On  another  page,  speaking  of  careless  and  sensual  worldlings,  he 
describes  them  as  *^  entirely  regardless  whether  they  shall  sink 
into  the  eulf  of  annihilation,  or  into  the  regions  of  endless  perdi' 
tion,**  We  will  give  one  specimen  more.  He  quotes  with  ap- 
probation the  language  of  Hieronymus — ^^  whether  I  eat  or  drink, 
or  in  whatever  other  action  or  employment  I  am  engaged,  that 
liemji  voica  always  seems  to  sound  in  my  ears,  *  awuce  ye  dead 
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and  come  to  judgment.*  As  often  as  I  think  of  the  day  of  judg- 
ment, my  lieart  quakes  and  my  whole  frame  trembles.  If  I  am 
to  indulge  in  any  of  the  pleasures  of  the  present  life,  I  am  re- 
solved to  do  it  in  such  a  way  that  the  solemn  realities  of  the  fu- 
ture judgment  may  never  be  banished  from  my  recollection." — 
(Sec.  7  and  11.)  Mr.  Austin  also  embraces  Dr.  Franklin  in  his  list 
of  Universalists,  and  all  the  proof  adduced  is,  that  he  ^^  believed 
no  form  of  Christianity  worthy  the  name,  which  does  not  embrace 
the  reconciliation  of  a  lapsed  world  in  its  provisions,"  or  some* 
thing  to  this  amount.  If  there  be  any  thing  peculiar  in  the  sig- 
nification of  this  remark,  it  was  doubtless  intended  to  distingui^ 
his  views  from  the  rigid  Calvinism  generally  preached  in  his  day. 
The  language  is  such  as  would  be  used  by  any  intelligent  Armin* 
ian  for  such  a  purpose.  If  Franklin  should  be  regarded  as 
properly  a  believer  in  Christianity  at  all,  (a  question  not  yet  fully 
settled,)  he  unquestionably  received  it  on  the  basis  of  a  general 
atonement.  But  if  he  were  a  Deist,  (as  some  suppose,)  his  Deism 
was  superior  to  the  present  form  of  Universalism,  inasmuch  as  it 
embraced  the  doctrine  of  retribution  in  a  more  consistent  and 
higher  sense.  Whatever  else  he  may  have  been,  we  have  no  ev- 
idence that  he  was  a  Universal ist. 

Did  time  permit,  I  might  go  on  in  this  way  to  the  end  of  Mr. 
Austin^s  chapter  on  illustrious  Universalists,  addine  fresh  evi- 
dence at  every  step,  of  the  reckless  manner  in  which  he  make* 
assertions.  I  trust,  however,  I  have  given  sufficient  proof  that 
the  long  string  of  names  read  to  us,  was  got  up  merely  for  effect, 
and  is  entitled  to  no  sort  of  confidence.  Why  the  gentleman 
should  think  it  for  his  interest  to  pursue  such  a  course,  I  can  no 
more  tell,  than  I  can  tell  why  it  has  been  asserted  that  my  mode- 
rator. Dr.  White,  has  become  a  Universalist  since  the  commence- 
ment of  this  discussion. 

Mr.  Austin. — By  whom? 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  know  not,  nor  do  I  care  by  whom;  the  fact 
is  before  us,  and  affords  a  practical  illustration  of  the  manner  in 
which  Universalists  multiply  their  converts.  In  this  way  wo 
shall  all  be  Universalists  soon. 

Mr.  Austi/*. — I  hope  so. 

Mr.  Holmes. — And  I  suppose  the  gentleman  not  only  hopes 
so,  but  would  feel  at  perfect  liberty  to  say  so,  when  he  could 
serve  his  purpose  by  it,  without  the  fear  of  contradiction.  The 
candor  and  integrity  of  such  proceedings,  however,  will  be  duly 
appreciated  by  the  audience  and  public* 


*  Since  this  debate  ¥ra«  held,  it  has  come  to  me  in  different  wajrs,  that  Univer- 
■aliats  who  were  not  pretenty  have  confidently  asserted  that  I  renoanced  my  riewa 
daring  the  discussion,  and  had  embraced  UniTcrsalism.    Where  did  they  igst  <hSik 
intellicenee  1 
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Intent  upon  making  capital  in  some  way  out  of  John  CalTJn, 
Mr.  Austin  introduces  his  peculiar  views  again.  I  remarked, a 
day  or  two  since,  if  John  Murray  could  return  to  this  world,  he 
would  find  his  professed  successors  publishing  a  very  different  doc- 
trine from  that  which  he  taught.  Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  same 
would  be  true  of  Calvin.  That  the  system  taught  by  Calvin  has 
been  slichtly  modified  since  his  day,  is  very  true,  but  there  is  a 
marked  aifjference  in  the  two  cases.  The  first  error,  the  starting 
point  of  Universalism,  was  the  rejection  of  the  plain  teachings  of 
the  Bible  on  the  subject  of  future  punishment.  But  from  the  be- 
ginning it  has  gone  on  "waxing  worse  and  worse."  The  loose 
and  rationalistic  method  of  interpretation  adopted  in  the  rejection 
of  endless  punishment,  has  served  as  an  entering  wedge  to  still 
farther  encroachments  upon  Bible  truth.  One  doctrine  after  an- 
other has  been  surrendered,  until  not  a  single  element  of  Evan- 
gelism remains,  and  the  system  stands  before  the  world  stamped 
with  the  prominent  features  of  skepticism.  Calvin^s  error  related 
to  the  universality  of  the  Atonement^  and  the  provision  made  for 
lost  men,  arising  out  of  his  peculiar  views  of  predestination .  This 
was  his  starting  point.  But,  has  this  error  exerted  the  same  del- 
eterious influence  upon  the  evangelical  part  of  his  theory,  which 
we  have  seen  to  be  true  in  the  case  of  Universalism  ?  By  no  means. 
The  Infidelity  of  Murray's  theory  has  leavened  the  whole  lump, 
but  Calvin^s  error  has  submitted  to  modification  under  the  evan- 
gelical influence  of  his  general  system.  Instead  of  growing  ifor^. 
It  has  become  better ^  Mr.  Austjn  himself  being  judge.  Here  is 
the  important  diflerence  in  the  two  cases. 

Mr.  Austin  has  attempted  to  excite  prejudice  in  the  minds  of 
the  mothers  of  this  audience,  on  supposition  that  I  have  taught 
the  total  depravity  of  infants,  Neea  I  say  that  I  have  neither 
taught,  nor  believe  this  ?  I  have  said,  and  now  repeat,  that  if 
men  had  been  allowed  to  exist  after  the  Adamic  apostacy  fWM- 
oxU  redemption^  or  any  of  the  ^acious  influences  arising  there- 
from, they  would  have  been  in  a  condition  of  total  depravi- 
ty. But  as  this  is  not  the  case — as  Christ  has  died  for  all  the 
morally  dead,  all  are  raised  above  a  state  of  total  depravity,  in  just 
so  far  as  they  are  the  subjects  of  gracious  influence  arising  from  re- 
demption. As  to  the  moral  condition  of  infants,  it  is  clearly  a 
Bible  doctrine,  that  they  are  born  in  a  state  of  justification.  Hence, 
Paul — Rom.  v.  18 — '*  As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  up- 
on all  men  to  condemnation,  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one, 
the  free  gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life."  It  was 
on  this  broad  and  general  ground  of  the  atonement,  that  Christ 
when  on  earth,  took  infants  in  his  arms  and  blessed  them,  say- 
ing, "  sufler  the  little  children  to  come  unto  me  and  forbid  them 
not,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Mothers,  what  do 
vou  think  of  this  prominent  feature  of  my  theolo^cal  system  ? 
*I>oea  this  look  like  to\a\  de^t^Jivity  1    As  an  unconditional  benefit 
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of  the  AtoDement,  your  infants  are  in  a  state  of  personal  justifi- 
cation, and  have  the  benediction  of  the  Savior.  Nor  will  they 
ever  lose  this,  except  by  personal,  voluntary  transgression,  after 
having  passed  to  maturer  years.  Mr.  Austin  asks,  ^^  what  was 
the  condition  of  those  who  died  before  Christ  came  into  the 
world  ?"  I  am  astonished  at  the  gentleman^s  limited  knowledge 
of  theology,  if  such  remarks  indicate  the  real  measure  of  his  at- 
tainments in  this  sublime  science.  Does  he  not  know  that  Christ 
is  announced  in  the  Bible  as  *^  the  lamb  slain  from  the  founda- 
tion of  the  world  V''  That  in  the  purpose  of  God,  the  Atonement 
was  as  really  made  before  the  tragic  scenes  of  Calvary  occurred, 
as  it  has  been  since  the  actual  crucifixion  of  the  Son  of  God  ?  and 
that  the  unconditional  blessings  of  the  Atonement  were  as  ample 
and  general,  in  the  days  of  the  patriarchs,  as  in  those  of  the  apos- 
tles f  If  he  does  not  understand  these  things,  I  greatly  marvel ; 
but  if  he  does,  why  ask  such  questions  ? 

Let  us  now  take  another  advance  step  in  the  main  argument. 
My  eighth  argument  is  based  on 

THE  MORAL  TURPITUDE  OP  SIN. 

And  besides  directly  supporting  the  affirmative  of  the  questioa  under  debate,  it 
will  serre  also  as  a  reply  to  Mr.  Austin's  seventh  negative  proof. 

We  have  already  seen  how  Universalism  rids  itself  of  the  moral 
turpitude  of  sin ;  it  is,  first,  by  making  it  the  result  of  physical 
organization ;  and  secondly^  by  lowering  the  standard  of  divine  re- 
quirement, making  the  law  of  God  not  the  embodiment  of  moral 
perfection,  but  simply  the  rule  of  physical,  intellectual  and  moral 
action,  founded  in,  and  arising  out  of  the  human  constitution.  If 
the  law  violated  be  in  man  only,  as  is  asserted  by  standard  works 
on  Universalism,  the  turpitude  of  sin  must  be  graduated  accor- 
dingly. If  we  take  such  groveling  views  of  the  law,  and  of  sin. 
we  ought,  in  order  to  be  consistent,  to  dispense  at  once  with  all 
positive  punishments.  The  law  that  man  violates  is  in  himselfi 
and  let  that  law  see  to  it  that  the  punishment  is  inflicted.  But 
this  is  wrong,  all  wrong.  It  commences  wrong,  hence  must  be 
wrong  in  the  conclusion.  The  Turpitude  of  sin  arises  from  other 
and  higher  considerations. 

I.  Sin  must  take  its  moral  turpitude  from  the  nature  of  the  ob- 
ligations violated.  These  obligations  are  infinite.  They  are 
comprised  in  the  following  particulars. 

First.  What  God  has  done/or  w.  He  has  given  us  existence  un- 
der circumstances  which  stamp  the  character  of  man  with  great 
dignity  and  nobleness.  He  has  given  him  powers  which  he  may 
improve  until  carried  forward  to  the  heights  of  heaven — he  may 
pass  the  point  now  occupied  by  the  highest  arch-angel  who  basks 
in  the  sunlight  of  divine  glory.  God  nas  also  given  us  the  means 
and  motives  for  maintaining  our  state  of  purity,  and  completing 
our  preparation  for  heaven.    And  when  in  neglect,  violation  ana 
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ingratitade,  we  fe))  from  that  state  of  parity,  he  gare  bis  00I7 
begotten  Son  to  redeem  us,  and  restore  us  to  dirine  favor,  happi- 
ness and  heaven. 

Secondly.  An  obligation  to  Grod  is  commensurate  to  the  infinite 
loTeliness  of  his  character.  God  is  a  being  of  infinite  moral  beaa- 
ty  and  perfection ;  infinite  wisdom,  goodness  and  holiness.  We  are 
therefore,  under  infinite  obligations  to  lore  and  obey  hhn.  To 
refuse  to  do  so,  to  trample  under  foot  his  laws  and  spurn  his  au- 
thority, would  certainly  imply  a  degree  of  moral  turpitude  not  to 
be  measured  by  any  human  standard.  The  man  who  insults  a 
dumb  beast  without  reason,  is  blameworthy ;  but  if  he  insults 
and  abuses  his  follow  man,  he  is  liable  to  ciyil  pains  an4  penal- 
ties ;  but  if  he  insults  law  and  justice  in  the  person  of  a  Magis- 
trate or  Grovemor,  or  if  he  attempts  to  subrert  a  lawful  and  ri^t- 
eous  government,  or  defeat  its  wise  and  benevolent  ends,  the  tur- 
pitude of  his  ofience  is  increased  in  a  ratio  corresponding  to  the 
dignity,  authority  and  goodness  against  which  it  is  committed ; 
he  is  guilty  of  high  treason^  and  may,  without  any  injustice,  be 
deprived  of  the  blesiungs  of  the  government.  What,  then,  shall 
we  say  of  the  turpitude  of  a  willful  and  deliberate  oifence,  com- 
mitted a^nst  the  person  and  dignity  of  an  all-perfect  God,  and 
in  violation  of  such  infinite  obligations  as  rest  upon  us  to  love 
and  serve  him  t 

Thirdly.  In  connection  with  this,  take  the  infinite  perfection  of 
the  divine  law,  so  "  holy,  just,  and  good."  It  is  the  brightest  efflux 
of  his  essential  wisdom,  the  visible  beauty  of  the  Most  High.  It 
is  perfectly  adapted  to  exalt  and  make  happy  the  moral  subject. 
Were  it  a  man^s  law,  or  a  mean,  ill-adapted,  unjust  law,  i^t  tur- 
pitude of  ofience  against  it  would  be  graduated  accordingly.  But 
It  is  the  standard  of  moral  perfection  to  the  whole  universe ;  in- 
finitely perfect  in  its  glorious  nature,  infinitely  good  in  its  designs. 

II.  Sin  takes  its  moral  turpitude  from  the  evd  at  tchich  it  aims. 
It  is  the  direct  opposite  of  holiness.  If  holiness  be  an  infinite 
eood,  sin  is  an  iniinite  evil,  because  it  displaces  holiness  just  so 
far  as  it  prevails.  It  aims  at  suhyerting  God's  moral  government ; 
it  therefore  aims  at  accomplishing  an  infinite  evil.  As  it  can 
only  increase  with  the  diminution  of  happiness,  it  is  the  murderer 
of  earth  and  the  foe  of  heaven.  If  endless  holiness  would  be  an 
infinite  good  to  any  intelligent  being,  for  the  reason  that  sin  dis- 
places holiness,  endless  sin  would  be  an  infinite  evil. 

We  have  thus  developed  the  main  points  which  concur  in  fix- 
ing the  character  of  sin.  It  is  the  transgression  of  an  infinite 
hiw,  in  violation  of  infinite  obligations,  committed  against  the 
goodness  and  authority  of  an  Infinite  Being — and  opposes  and 
displaces  infinite  good.  Sin  is  therefore  in  its  naiurej  designs  and 
results,  an  infinite  evil.  We  can  now  understand  why  God  is  of 
purer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity  with  approbation — "  cannot 
look  upon  sin  with  the  least  degree  of  allowance.'*    0  sir,  it  is  a 
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fearful  thing  to  trifle  with  the  turpitude  of  sin.  Shall  we  stand 
up  here  under  these  circumstances,  and  brave  C^od^s  throne,  and 
cnarge  him  with  injustice  in  excluding  from  the  blessings  of  his 
government,  those  who  love  sin,  are  determined  to  practice  it,  and 
who,  by  a  long  course  of  willful  rebellion,  have  contracted  such 
dreadful  guilt  f  And  this  moral  giiilt  is  enhanced  by  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  offers  of  salvation  through  a  Redeemer.  What  does 
Paul  say  of  such?  '* There  remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for  sin, 
but  a  certain  fearful  looking  for  of  judgment,  and  fiery  indignation 
which  shall  devour  the  adversary." — (Heb.  x.  27.) 

I  might  appeal  to  every  experienced  Christian  in  this  assembly 
for  a  confirmation  of  the  views  of  the  deep  spiritual  character  of 
the  law,  and  the  exceeding  sinfulness  of  sin.  The  nearer  we 
get  to  God,  in  the  experience  of  divine  things,  the  greater  is  our 
sense  of  the  evil  and  guilt  of  sin,  and  the  more  are  we  impressed 
with  the  condescension  of  God  in  providing  a  way  of  salvation. 

My  ninth  argument,  which  I  will  introduce  next,  is  drawn 
from 

THE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  MORAL  ATTRIBUTES  OF  0(HK 

We  have  already  shown  that  nothing  can  be  inferred  from  the 
attributes  of  God  alone,  respecting  the  future  and  endless  destinies 
of  men :  that  there  are  but  two  ways  in  which  we  can  ascertain 
what  is,  or  is  not  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes.  1.  By 
the  facts  developed  under  his  government  2.  By  the  declara- 
tions of  his  word.  So  far  as  facts  are  concerned,  they  supporti 
most  decidedly,  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend.  The  auoience 
cannot  have  failed  to  perceive  this  during  the  progress  of  this  dis- 
cussion. As  to  the  declarations  of  God's  word,  we  expect  to 
show  on  this  question  as  we  have  on  the  others,  that  we  are 
abundant! y^  sustained.  What  I  wish  now  to  say,  is,  that  the 
moral  attnbutes  of  God,  as  revealed  in  the  Bible,  not  only  do  not 
afford  any  evidence  against  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  but 
do  really  approve  and  support  it. 

**  God  is  Love."  Divine  love,  though  not  an  attribute,  is  a 
moral  affection.  But  love  in  God  is  not  weakness:  a  sickly  sort 
of  sentimentalism,  as  Universalism  would  have  it,  possessing  nei- 
ther eyes,  nor  ears,  nor  reason.  The  possession  of  sudi  an  affec- 
tion would  deprive  him  of  the  dignity  and  perfection  of  God,  and 
render  him  unworthy  the  confidence  of  his  creatures.  God's  love 
must  move  in  harmony  with  his  wisdom,  holiness  and  justice ; 
otherwise,  it  is  not  love,  but  weakness.  God  can  love  nothing 
that  is  not  lovely.  But  sinners  are  not  lovely  either  in  their  char- 
acter or  conduct ;  therefore  God  cannot  love  sinners.  Here  a 
distinction  is  to  be  made  between  compassion  and  complacency. 
It  was  the  love  of  compassion  that  leu  the  Divine  Being  to  give 
his  Son  to  die  for  the  salvation  of  sinners.  But  divine  compas- 
sion does  not,  oftUdf,  constitute  intelligent  beings  happy*    1^^>^^ 
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arc  thousands  for  whom  dmne  compassion  has  provided  happi- 
ness, who  nevertheless  are  not  happy,  hut  quite  the  contrary. 
Men  cannot  be  happy  without  being  brought  to  experience  God's 
complacent  /we,  and  this  can  never  be,  except  through  that  sys- 
tem of  moral  means  brought  in  by  the  atonement,  ana  which  man 
has  power  to  despise  ana  reject.     God's  complacent  love  never 
visits  and  blesses  a  sinful  being,  without  due  regard  to  the  char- 
acter and  claims  of  every  attribute  of  the  divine  nature.     Moreo- 
ver, the  goodness  and  love  of  God,  approve  the  inflictions  of  jus- 
tice.    They  were  present  during  those  signal  displays  of  ven- 
geance which  have  marked  the  divine  administration  in  his  uni- 
verse, of  which  we  have  striking  examples  recorded  in  scripture. 
When  the  inhabitants  of  the  old  world  were  destroyed  by  a  flood 
— when  the  cities  of  the  plain  were  consumed  by  fire — when  thou- 
sands fell  by  the  burning  displeasure  of  God,  in  the  camp  of  Is- 
rael, and  the  company  of  Korah  were  engulphed  in  the  yawning 
earth — and  when  the  |host  of  Pharaoh  was  overwhelmed  in  the 
Red  sea— divine  goodness  and  love  were  present  on  all  these  oc- 
casions, consenting  and  approving  the  inflictions  demanded  by  ho* 
liness  and  justice,  and  joining  in  the  song  of  the  Israelites — ^^  the 
Lord  hath  triumphed  gloriously :  the  horse  and  his  rider  hath  he 
thrown  into  the  sea." 

The  most  aflecting  instance  of  divine  goodness  to  men,  is  found 
in  the  gift  of  his  Son.  But  this  was  not  to  force  salvation  upon  us, 
irrespective  of  our  will  and  agency.  Such  a  course  would  har- 
monize neither  with  the  love,  holiness,  and  justice  of  God,  nor 
with  the  elevated  character  of  man,  as  a  rational  and  accountable 
being.  The  improvement  of  the  gospel  is  left  to  our  choice,  and 
the  rejection  of  it  will  be  visited  with  a  marked  and  terrible  ven- 
geance. Ai^d  when  those  for  whom  Christ  died,  despise  the  riches 
of  his  grace,  and  force  themselves  obstinately  from  the  embrace 
of  mercy,  God^s  love  will  approve  their  anal  perdition,  and 
he  will  appear  glorious  in  his  holiness  and  justice,  when  the  de- 
cision of  the  last  day  shall  be  given,  *^  depart  ye  cursed  into  ever^ 
lasting  fire  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels,"  while  divine 
love  will  sanction  the  shout  of  approbation  from  all  holy  beings 
— "  Just  and  righteous  are  thy  ways.  Lord  God  Almighty." 

My  tenth  argument  is  based  on  the  doctrine  of 

HUMAN  PROBATION. 

Probation  is  from  the  Latin  word  probo^  and  the  corresponding 
Greek,  Dokisnazo^  and  signifies,  to  examine  into  the  goodness  or 
fitness  of  any  thing  or  person — to  prove :  and  in  the  passive  form 
is  applied  to  those  who  have  been  tested  as  to  their  qualifications 
for  entering  upon  some  place  or  office  of  trust  and  distinction. 

The  ground  we  take  is,  that  the  whole  human  race  is  in  a  state 
of  probation  or  trial,  for  a  higher  and  better  state,  so  far  as  they 
are  now  responsible  lor  theix  conduct. 
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We  argne  this  from  the  fact 

1.  That  men  are  now  upon  a  theatre  of  action  from  which  there 
is  more  than  one  possible  issue,  and  the  particular  nature  of  the 
issue  is  to  be  determined  by  the  character  of  human  conduct.  In 
ordinary  cases  it  would  be  enough  to  state  the  subject  in  this  form, 
but  we  will  illustrate  what  we  mean,  by  a  few  examples.  The 
husband,  the  wife,  have  entered  upon  the  career  of  domestic  life. 
To  that  career  there  is  more  than  one  possible  issue.  It  may  be 
attended  with  happiness,  and  end  in  peace  and  honor  or  with  mis- 
ery, and  end  in  separation  and  disgrace.  If  they  have  children, 
those  children  may  be  happy  and  useful,  or  vicious  in  principle  ani 
practice,  and  bring  down  the  gray  hair  of  their  parents  in  sorrow 
to  the  grave.  The  issue  to  tnis  career  will  be  good  or  evil,  pros- 
perous or  otherwise,  according  to  the  course  of  action  and  conduct 
pursued  by  the  parties  on  whom  devolve  the  responsibilities  of 
the  domestic  circle :  and  herein,  is  both  an  illustration  and  proof  of 
the  doctrine  of  probation. 

The  student  is  on  probation  for  a  place  among  the  literati  of  the 
age.  To  his  career  there  is  more  than  one  possible  issue.  If  he 
perseveres  in  diligent  application  to  study,  he  will  crown  his  brow 
with  literary  honors ;  but  if  he  spends  his  time  in  idleness,  he 
will  never  reach  the  goal — never  enjoy  the  prize. 

The  same  principle,  or  doctrine  of  probation,  governs  the  con- 
dition and  happiness  of  all  classes  of  men,  proving  that  even  in 
this  life,  men  are  placed  in  a  state  of  probation  for  a  better  state 
than  that  now  enjoyed,  and  an  advanced  condition  of  happiness  ] 
and  that  whether  they  rise  to  that  better  state,  and  enjoy  that  ad- 
vanced condition  of  happiness  or  not,  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
improvement  they  make  of  their  powers  and  blessings. 

Here  I  anticipate  what  may  be  the  reply  of  Mr.  Austin,  viz. 
*^  that  though  men  are  placed  in  a  state  of  probation  for  happiness 
for  this  life,  yet  this  is  not  true  of  the  life  to  come,  where  happi- 
ness is  made  sure  to  all,  whether  they  will  or  no."  To  this  alle- 
gation I  invite  particular  attention,  and  in  reply  remark, 

1.  It  is  wholly  an  assumed  position.  I  know  of  no  fact  in  na- 
ture or  revelation  which  authorizes  it.  Let  a  single  well  estab- 
lished fact  under  the  government  of  God  in  this  world,  which  au- 
thorizes such  a  supposition,  be  quoted,  or  give  us  a  thus  saith 
the  Lord — ^*  man's  future  happiness  and  salvation  does  not  de- 
pend in  any  degree  upon  his  conduct  in  this  life" — this  will  be 
something  to  the  purpose ;  but  until  this  is  done,  the  assertion  to 
which  we  reply,  has  no  higher  proof  of  its  correctness  than  the 
ipse  dixit  of  my  friend. 

2.  Nor  is  this  all ;  the  assumption  that  this  world  is  not  a  pro- 
bation for  another,  is  opposed  by  the  argument  from  analogy. 
This  argument  is  founded  upon  the  fact,  that  the  constitution 
of  things  in  the  moral  world  is  established  and  unchangeable. 
That  this  is  a  fact,  I  presume  no  one  will  dispute.    Even  Mr. 
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Austin  says  in  his  **  Voice  to  Youth/'  ^<  the  Creator  haa  establidi- 
ed  moral  laws  for  the  ^oyemment  of  the  human  race,  which  are 
as  sure  in  their  operations,  and  as  undeviating  in  their  effects,  as 
his  natural  laws,  although  their  movements  and  influences  are 
not  so  evident  to  the  eye  of  the  spectator/*  And  a  little  farther 
on  he  says,  "  this  principle  in  morals  is  as  immutably  fixed' as  the 

Eillars  of  Jehovah's  throne."  Now  on  this  very  fixed  and  estab- 
shed  constitution  of  tlr6  moral  world,  do  I  predicate,  as  one  of 
its  main  pHlars,  the  doctrine  of  human  probation  for  happiness  in 
another  world.  For,  as  the  moral  constitution  of  man  is  adapted 
to  the  moral  government  of  God,  if  one  is  fixed  and  immutable, 
60  is  the  other :  if  not,  there  is  no  correspondence  between  them. 
If  the  time  shall  ever  come  when  the  laws  of  man's  moral  na- 
ture change,  there  must  be  a  corresponding  change  in  the  moral 
fovernment  of  God,  in  order  to  preserve  the  harmony.  But  if 
oth  are  unchangeable,  as  they  certainly  are,  then  the  analogical 
argument  for  human  probation  is  irresistible.  We  have  already 
seen  what  results  follow  human  conduct  in  this  world.  Thou- 
sands fail  of  securing  the  great  objects  of  existence  as  pertain- 
ing to  this  life,  by  a  misimprovement  of  time,  talents,  and  advan- 
tages, given  them  by  their  benefactor  that  they  might  reach  and 
secure  those  objects.  And  as  the  moral  laws,  both  of  man  and 
the  divine  government,  are  immutable  as  *'  tbe  eternal  throne;^* 
hence,  the  results  which  flow  from  their  operations  here,  mu^ 
always  exists  unless  a  change  be  made  in  the  laws:  the  devel- 
opments seen  in  this  life,  are  an  illustration  and  pledge  of  the 
results  of  human  conduct  in  the  life  to  come.  This  fact  is  so  ob- 
vious and  irresistible,  as  to  have  extorted  from  Rev.  Hosea  Bal- 
lou,  2d,  the  following :  *^  Character  is  not  as  a  garment  that  one 
may  wrap  over  us,  or  strip  ofi*from  us  without  our  agency.  It  is 
integral  with  ourselves :  it  is  the  product  of  our  mental  growth, 
the  result  of  a  voluntary  process  oi  development.  Circumstances 
and  influences  may  hasten  or  retard  this  development,  or  be  the 
occasion  of  its  taking  a  new  direction ;  but  it  is  a  process  still,  an 
internal  one ;  having  its  immediate  cause  in  our  wilL  «  ♦  ♦ 
Unless  the  universalchain  of  cause  and  eflect  are  [is]  cut  off  at 
death,  whatsoever  he  (man)  has  become,  up  to  this  event,  must 
influence  the  character  which  he  now  has,  so  as  to  make  it  difler- 
ent  than  it  would  otherwise  be.  Just  how  it  will  aflect  him  in 
8ubse<|uent  stages  of  his  development,  amidst  the  multitude  of 
other  influences,  we  may  not  be  ahle  so  positively  to  determine :  but 
the  general  fact  appears  certain, ^^  That  is,  the  general  fact  that 
man's  conduct  in  this  life,  influences  his  condition  in  the  next, 
that  his  character  at  death  will  go  with  him  into  eternity. — (Uni- 
versalist  Quarterly,  Vol.  4,  No.  1.)  ,  No  discerning  mind  can  fail 
to  perceive  how  fully  this  sustains  my  argument  on  probation, 
ana  how  completely  it  wrecks  the  hopes  which  have  been  usu- 
ally based  on  iJniversalism. 
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S.  Once  more,  the  assertion  that  man  is  not  a  probationer  for 
another  life,  is  a  contradiction  of  the  voice  of  revelation, 

1.  Tim.  iv.  8 — ^' Grodliness  is  profitable  unto  all  things,  hav* 
ing  promise  of  the  life  that  now  is,  and  of  that  which  is  to  come.^^ 
Rev.  ii.  10 — **  Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  |r  will  give  thee 
a  crown  of  life."  Rom.  ii.  6-16 — **  Who  will  render  to  every 
man  according  to  his  deeds :  To  them  who  by  patient  contin- 
uance in  well  doing,  seek  for  glory  and  honor  and  immortality, 
eternal  life  :  but  unto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  not  obey 
the  truth,  but  obey  unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  trih- 
ulation  and  anguish,  upon  every  soul  of  man  that  dpeth  evU ; 
*  *  «  «  «  [q  the  day  when  God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of 
men,  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel."  These  are  a 
few  of  the  many  passages  which  establish  the  doctrine  of  human 
probation.  This  argument  commends  itself  to  the  common  sense 
of  every  man  who  is  willing  to  be  governed  by  common  sense. 
And  I  am  gratified,  that  after  appealing  to  passions,  prejudices 
and  sjrmpathies,  until  the  audience  has  become  sensible  of  a 
painful  naiuea,  the  gentleman  has  for  once  appealed  to  common 
sense.  I  hope  now  he  will  stick  to  the  text  in  a  common  sense 
way,  and  when  I  speak  a^in,  I  will  give  him  a  few  additional 
thoughts  on  the  same  subject. 

I  have  now  presented  ten  of  the  affirmative  proofs  which  I 
depend  on  to  sustain  my  position.  The  most  of  these  are  found- 
ed 0n  established  facts  and  fundamental  principles.  Mr.  Austin 
has  talked  around  and  around  them,  without  really  getting  hold 
of  them.  Occasionallv  he  has  approached  one  of  these  facts  or 
principles,  as  though  he  intended  to  grapple  it,  but  ere  he  reached 
It,  he  has  darted  off  in  another  direction,  and  left  the  threatened 
fortress  in  all  its  strength  and  beauty.  Let  the  gentleman  un- 
derstand, and  the  audience  remember,  that  no  arts  of  sophistry, 
rhetorical  flourish,  or  felicity  of  expression,  can  supply  the  place 
of  correct  logic  and  sound  argument.  He  must  take  hM  of 
these  fundamental  principles,  shake  their  firmness,  and  tear  away 
their  fastenings,  or  his  labor  is  wholly  lost.  To  this  work  I  in- 
vite him. 

Mr.  Austin  says  death  will  be  destroyed.  Granted,  though 
the  only  proof  he  has  of  it,  is  by  the  signification  of  the  same 
words  which  declare  the  ifuture  destruction  of  the  sinner.  How- 
ever, the  death  referred  to  by  the  Apostle  in  this  case,  is,  as  Mr. 
Austin  very  well  knows,  the  death  of  the  body,  which  is  to  be 
destroyed  by  the  general  resurrection :  but  the  death  to  whi&  I 
allude  in  my  argument,  is  moral  deaifu,  on  which  a  physical  res- 
urrection can  exert  no  influence.  My  friend  must  try  again, 
therefore,  before  he  hits  the  point ;  meantime,  let  him  prove 
what  he  has  yet  failed  to  do — ^that  there  is  life  in  death.  Is  a 
man  dead  while  there  is  yet  life  in  him  t  Is  he  alive  after  life 
lias  become  extinct  ?    If  he  is,  there  is  a  poeaibility  that  the  life 
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which  exists  m  deaths  may  re-act  upon  death  and  destroy  it.  Let 
Mr.  Austin  prove  this  in  r^ard  to  moral  death,  and  he  shall 
have  credit  for  more  success  than  attended  the  reasoning  of  Pla- 
to, who  argued  that  all  things  spring  from  their  contraHis, — 
{TifM  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SIXTH  aXPLT.] 

Meesre.  Moderators : — My  friend  on  the  affirmatiTe,  not  content 
with  having  the  closing  speech  on  the  second  question,  in  which 
he  uttered  many  things  of  an  erroneous,  unjust  and  reprehensible 
character,  when  he  knew  I  had  no  time  to  reply,  but  even  now,  he 
eeeks  every  opportunity  to  go  back  and  take  up  points  on  that 
qaestion,' which  we  have  once  considered  and  passed.  He  says 
be  has  no  confidence  in  the  list  of  eminent  theologians,  scholars 
and  philosophers,  which  I  gave  in  my  last  speech  on  Uie  second 
question,  as  believers  and  defenders  of  the  doctrine  of  Universal 
Salvation.  Feeling  that  he  must  cast  some  disparagement  upon 
that  catalogue,  he  declares  it  was  *'  a  string  of  names  got  up  for 
effect ! !"  By  whom  were  these  men  "got  up ?^  By  me  ?  No : 
They  were  men  <*  raised  ap*'  by  the  Almighty  himself,  to  preserve 
and  perpetuate  the  glorious  gospel  of  his  impartial  grace  and  love 
through  long  and  dark  ages — when  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery, 
and  every  heathen  dogma  that  man's  darkened  wisdom  could  **  tn- 
vent^**  reigned  and  rioted  in  their  native  blackness — and  to  ieep 
its  vestal  flame  from  total  extinction,  until  a  more  favorable  era 
should  allow  its  light  to  break  forth  anew,  and  fill  the  world  with 
the  glory  and  beauty  of  its  presence.  The  Elder  seeks  to  shake 
your  confidence  in  the  Universalism  of  these  great  and  good  men. 
How  does  he  effect  this  end  ?  By  showine  evidence  that  they  are 
not  believers  in  the  salvation  of  the  world  ?  No,  he  simply  as- 
serts  that  there  is  doubt  in  regard  to  that  fact.  But  his  ipse  dixit 
is  good  for  nothing,  without  accompanying  proof.  These  men 
were  not  simply  believers  that  the  atonement  was  made  for  all 
men.  They  were  believers  in  the  actual  and  complete  salvation  of 
every  human  being.  Not  a  name  is  mentioned  in  tbat  list,  in  re- 
eard  to  whom  there  is  not  good  evidence  to  show  that  they  were 
believers  in  that  doctrine.  Had  I  my  books  at  hand,  I  could  give 
extracts  from  the  writings  of  many  of  them,  where  they  plainly 
advocate  the  ultimate  salvation  of  the  entire  race  of  man. 

He  refers  to  the  answer  returned  to  language  the  poet  Yonne 
puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  supposed  lost  sinner.  But  the  criticiu 
reader  will  see  that  the  answer  does  not  meet,  nor  do  away  with 
the  force  of  the  appeal  the  lost  one  makes  to  his  Father.  It  would 
seem  that  the  poet  purposely  made  the  answer  defective.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  that  Younr  indulged  in  his  extravagant  descrip- 
tions of  eternal  agony,  for  tne  purpose  of  showing  the  absuid 
^^r  «# that  Mptiment.    Thathe  was  at  heart  a  believer  in  the  &uJ 
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salTation  of  all  men,  at  least  towards  the  close  of  his  life,  is  evi- 
dent from  the  fact,  that  he  speaks  in  high  terms  of  "  Hartley  on 
Man,"  a  work  in  which  the  salvation  of  all  mankind  is  ably  advo- 
cated. In  recommending  the  work  to  a  friend  he  declared  he  had 
read  it  with  *•  great  satisfaction."  He  also  spoke  in  favor  of  sev- 
eral works  of  Kev.  Richard  Clarke  in  which  the  same  doctrine  is 
defended.  That  Dr.  Doddridge  did  not  believe  in  Endless  Punish- 
ment, however  warmly  he  may  have  preached  it  at  one  time,  is 
evident  from  a  variety  of  circumstances.  I  will  mention  one.  Du- 
ring a  severe  illness,  he  received  a  letter  from  a  highly  esteemed 
friend,  in  which  the  important  fact  that  all  men  shall  be  made  alive 
in  Christ,  and  that  the  Redeemer  shall  eventually  succeed  in  ma- 
king an  *'  entire  and  eternal  destruction  of  sin  and  death,**  was 
much  dwelt  upon.  This  letter  so  deeply  effected  Doddridge  that 
his  biogiapher  declares  that  it  was  apprehensive  his  weakened 
frame  would  sink  under  the  emotions  oi  his  gratitude  and  joy.* 

There  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  Dr.  Watts  rejected  the  doctrine  of 
endless  woe,  and  believed  in  the  salvation  of  the  world — notwith- 
standing my  friend  opposite,  declared  in  language  exceedingly  de- 
corous, that  such  an  assertion  is  **  false  and  slanderous."  It  is 
true,  like  Young,  he  said  much  that  favors  the  common  notion  of 
eternal  woe.  Some  of  his  psalms  and  hymns,  written  to  suit 
the  prevailing  views  on  this  subject,  are  surcharged  with  the 
blackness  and  venom  of  this  doctrine.  But  occasionallv  a  stanza 
in  his  poems,  or  a  sentence  in  his  prose  writings,  reveals  the  true 
state  of  his  mind  upon  this  subject,  and  fully  coroborates  the  asser- 
tion I  have  made  as  to  his  Universalism.  What  sentiment  but  this 
is  contained  in  the  following  stanza : — 

**  His  own  soft  hand  shall  wipe  the  tear* 

From  ercry  weeping  eye  ; 
And  pains,  and  groans,  and  griefs,  and  fears, 
And  DEATH  itself  shall  DIE  1 1" 

If  tears  shall  be  wiped  from  «t;^r^  weeping  e^e-^  if  pains*  and 
groans,  and  griefs,  and  fears,  and  death,  are  to  die,  to  be  annihila- 
ted, how  can  there  be  a  state  of  eternal  death,  and  pain,  and  woe! ! 
In  one  of  his  prose  works.  Watts  declares  that  if  a  sinner  in  the 
future  world  shall  sincerely  repent,  he  cannot  think  a  God  of  per- 
fect equity  and  mercy,  will  still  keep  him  in  torment  .*  but  will  re- 
lease him  from  his  punishment,  f 

To  the  list  of  eminent  believers  of  the  final  salvation  of  all  man- 

*  lu  ooe  of  his  works  Dr.  Doddridge  says— ^  We  cannot  pretend  to  decide  apri- 
arif  or  previous  to  the  erent,  so  (ar  as  to  say,  that  the  punishment  of  hell  must  and 
will  certainly  be  eternal." 

t  In  a  work  entitled  '^  World  to  Gome,"  WatU  uses  the  following  langttag«-^*  I 

grant  that  the  eternity  of  God  himself,   before  this  world  b^an,  or  after  its  consnm- 

lotion,  has  something  in  it  so  immense  and  incomprehensible,  that  in  my  most 

maiure  thoughts  I  do  not  choose  to  enter  into  those  infinite  abysses*  Nor  do  I  think 

we  ought,  ofually,  when  we  speak  conceming^erMtorea,  to  affirm  poaitively,  that 
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kind,  I  might  add  tliat  of  Rev.  Wm.  Law,  author  of  "  Law*8  Seri- 
ous Call."  That  he  advocated  that  Bentiment  near  the  close  of  hit 
days,  is  a  matter  of  no  doubt.  From  much  that  I  might  quote,  I 
give  the  following,  as  proof — **  It  is  my  caffitcU  doctrine  that  God 
is  all  love,  and  merely  a  will  to  all  goodness :  that  he  must  eter- 
nally will  that  to  the  creature,  which  he  willed  at  his  creation." 
Can  any  logic  be  more  sound  than  this  ?  £lder  Holmes  acknowl- 
edges God  willed  the  salvation  of  all  men,  at  their  creation.  Hence, 
this  must  always  be  his  will.  And  all  men  must  finally  be  saved, 
or  the  Iwill  of  Jehovah  will  be  forever  frustrated.  Again  Law 
Bays — ^*  As  to  the  purification  of  all  human  nature,  1  fully  bi' 
lieve  it,  either  in  this  world,  or  some  after  ages !  And  as  to  that 
of  angels,  if  it  is  possible,  I  am  glad  of  it,  and  also  sure  enough, 
that  it  will  then  come  to  pass.'*— laic**  Collection  of  Letters — Let" 
ter  xii. 

Elder  Holmes  in  speaking  of  Calvin  and  Murray,  asserts  thai 
since  the  days  of  these  great  men,  Calvinism  has  been  improving 
and  Universalism  retrogculing.  How  my  friend's  CaWinislic  breth- 
ren will  relish  this  thrust  at  their  distinctive  doctrines,  and  at  the 
soundness  of  their  noted  leader,  I  know  not.  But  the  Elder  is  cor- 
rect, Calvinism  has  become  much  improved.  How  ?  By  enlar^^- 
ing  its  views  of  salvation,  and  getting  a  little  of  the  leaven  of  Uni- 
versalism into  its  narrow  confines.  It  is  a  significant  fact,  that 
every  change,  every  improvement,  in  the  views  of  the  partialist 
sects,  consists  simply  in  an  advance  towards  the  doctrine  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation.  Their  faces  are  ail  set  in  that  direction,  and 
when  they  move  at  all,  it  is  unavoidably  thitherward  ! !  In  due 
time,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt,  they  will  all  arrive  at  the  truth. 

My  opponent  is  confident  that  Universalism  has  erown  worse. 
He  asserts  there  is  not  a  single  element  in  it  now.  that  there  was 
anciently.  But  what  is  this  talk  about  ancient  Universalism  ?  He 
has  ridiculed  the  idea  that  there  was  any  Universalism  anciently^ 
and  insisted  that  the  author  of  that  system,  b  yet  alive  ! !  Now 
he  is  comparing  Universalism  of  the  present  day,  with  that  doc- 
trine in  ancient  times.  In  this,  however,  he  succeeds  admirably 
in  showing  one  thing,  viz :  his  consummate  ignorance  of  the  whole 
subject.  What  is  Universalism  now  ?  It  is  this  one  great  central 
truth  of  Christianity,  that  in  the  fullness  of  times  God  will  bring 
all  mankind  to  holiness  and  happiness !  What  was  Universalism 
anciently  ?  What  was  it  when  preached  **  by  all  Grod's  holy 
prophets,"  by  the  Savior — the  Apostles — the  early  Christian  Fa- 
thers— the  eminent  men  in  the  church  since  the  Reformation — ^and 
by  Murray  in  our  land  ?  It.  was  that  God  would  in  the  fullness  of 
times  bring  all  men  to  holiness  and  happiness ! !  Universalism 
possesses  now,  every  element  it  ever  did.    It  is  the  same  now  that 

•  their  eadsUmce  shall  be  equal  to  that  of  the  blessed  God— etpeoo/^  wUh  regard  W 
the  duration  of  pwiiokment  /" 
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it  ever  has  been.  It  has  ne?er  changed  heretefove — it  will  never 
alter  hereafter.  It  is  the  same  now  it  will  be,  when  all  the  ran- 
somed sons  and  daughters  of  Adam  surround  the  throne  of  Infinite 
Love,  to  worship  God  forerer ! ! 

Yesterday  Elder  Holmes  said  he  believed  in  total  depravity.  To- 
day, he  seems  disposed  to  deny  the  doctrine. 

Mr.  Holmes. — Let  me  explain :  Take  man  as  he  is  now,  and 
divest  him  of  all  the  benefits  he  enjoys  through  the  vicarious 
atonement  of  Christ  and  the  efficacy  of  the  Gospel  light,  and  he  is 
totally  depraved. 

Mr.  Austin. — If  this  explanation  throws  any  light  upon  our 
minds,  it  is  that  Elder  Holmes  does  not  believe  men  are  now  totaliv 
depraved.  What  are  we  to  understand  then,  by  his  vociferous 
declaration  yesterday,  that  he  did  believe  in  Total  Depravity !  I 
But  his  explanation  only  makes  "  confusion  worse  confounded.** 
What  are  the  btnefits  men  enjoy  from  the  vicarious  atonement  of 
of  Christ,  according  to  my  opponent's  doctrine  ?  They  are  salva- 
tion from  punishment  and  an  entrance  into  the  abodes  of  endless 
blessednef  s,  through  faith  in  the  merits  of  Jesus.  But  do  all  men 
exercise  this  faith  ?  Have  any  in  this  life  experienced  this  salva- 
tion, and  entered  the  abodes  of  felicity  ?  These  questions  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative.  Then,  they  have  not  enjoyed  the  ben- 
efits of  the  atonement ,  and  according  to  his  own  showing,  are 
now  totally  depraved.  Hence,  after  all,  the  Elder  does  in  fact, 
believe  in  total  depravity ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says,  that  infants  would  never  have  existed^  had  it 
not  been  for  thn  atonement  of  Christ ! !  I  frankly  confess  this  is 
a  point  which  reaches  beyond  my  depth.  What  connection  the 
atonement  has  with  the  propagation  of  our  species— whether  my 
(fiend  believed  nobody  would  have  inhabited  Ihe  earth  but  Adam 
and  Eve,  had  it  not  been  for  the  atonement — or  that  there  were  no 
infants  before  the  atonement  was  made — are  enigmas  beyond  my 
solution.  It  is  probable  the  partialist  clergy  have  some  peculiar 
views  on  this  subject,  to  which  we  heretics  are  strangers.  But  it 
seems  to  me  the  Elder's  declaration  has  reference  to  matters  which 
it  would  not  be  proper  to  discuss  before  this  audience. 

He  maintains  that  infants  born  since  the  death  of  Christ,  are 
justified  ;  and  that  if  they  die,  they  are  saved.  It  gives  me  plea- 
sure to  hear  him  admit  as  much  as  this.  But  what  is  the  condition 
of  infants  who  died  before  ihe  death  of  Christ  ?  Does  he  say  the 
atonement  worked  backwards  ? 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  did  say  so. 

Mr.  Autsin. — Then  if  the  atonement  operated  both  for  the  past 
and  the  future,  and  justified  all  infants  that  have  been  born,  there 
has  never  been  any  depravity  in  the  human  heart  at  birth.  What 
becomes  of  Mr.  Holmes'  declaration  that  he  did  believe  in  total  de- 
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pniTitj  ?  Moreover,  what  beeodies  of  the  artiele  in  die 
creed,  that  men  are  naturally  depraved  ?  They  both  ▼aoish  into 
thin  air !  Thus,  alter  denying  and  ridiculing  my  poaition,  that 
men  are  born  pure  and  innocent,  he  now  virtually  allows  it  by  aa- 
eerting  that  all  infants  are  justified.  If  they  are  justified,  they  are 
not  depraved.  Who  ever  heard  of  a  depraved  justified  being  ?  If 
they  are  not  depraved,  thev  must  be  pure  and  innocent.  But  how 
IS  it,  on  his  system  that  infants  are  justified  at  birth  ?  He  has  con- 
tended throughout  our  protracted  discussion,  Xhai  faith  was  all-es- 
sential to  justification.  Many  times  he  has  reiterated  this  position. 
Can  infants  exercise/at^A  ?  He  will  not  claim  this  ability  for  them. 
Then  they  cannot  be  justified,  but  must  be  depraved,  and  when 
they  die,  they  necessarily  fall  into  endless  perdition,  accordini?  to 
the  admitted  rules  of  orthodoxy.  But  if  infants  can  be  justified 
without  faith,  then  all  men  can  be  justified  without  faith.  The  Bt^ 
ble  gives  us  no  knowledge  of  tico  kinds  of  justification,  or  justifi- 
catien  on  two  di&rent  principles.  The  truth  is,  my  friend's  views 
in  regard  to  depravity^  are  involved  in  inextricable  chaos. 

He  acknowledges  that  infant's  are  saved.  If  on  growing  to 
adult  y«ar8,  men  become  exposed  to  eternal  misery,  would  it  not 
be  much  better  for  all  to  die  in  infancy ! — and  should  not  parents 
pray  that  their  children  may  be  removed  by  death  before  they  croea 
the  dangerous  line,  that  exposes  them  to  an  evil  so  terrible  ?  In 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  poor  crazed  mother-— crazed  by  the  very 
doctrines  Elder  Holmes  is  advocating  in  this  debate — who  a  few 
years  since,  killed  three  of  her  little  children,  to  make  sure  of  their 
nappiness  hereafter,  acted  on  principles  not  so  unreasonable  as 
might  appear  at  first  sight.  And  as  sne  undoubtedly  believed  she 
could  repent,  and  meet  them  in  heaven,  there  was  at  least,  on  or- 
thodox principles,  not  a  little  <*  method  in  her  madness.*' 

My  opponent's  ^'gAf A  argument  in  the  affirmative,  is  drawn  from 
the  moral  turpitude  of  sin.  His  position  is  that  the  heinousness 
of  crime  is  increased  in  proportion  to  the  station  and  dignity  of  the 
being  against  whom  it  is  committed ;  and  the  result  of  his  argu- 
ment is,  that  as  God  is  infinite,  therefore  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  and 
deserves  an  infinite  punishment  This  is  not  a  strictly  safe  nor 
correct  rule  of  judging.  If  it  was,  then  to  steal  a  pin  from  a  mon- 
arch, would  be  far  more  heinous  than  to  rob  a  widow  and  her  or- 
phan children  of  all  their  little  possessions,  and  leave  them  to 
starve  ! !  But  allowing,  that  to  a  certain  degree,  the  magnitude  of 
crime  is  increased  by  the  dignity  of  the  being  sinned  against — al- 
lowing as  I  do,  that  sin  against  a  God  of  infinite  goodness,  is  more 
heinons  than  against  a  fellow-being — this  would  fall  fur  short  of 
establishing  the  conclusion  that  sin  is  an  infinite  evil!  An  offence 
cannot  derive  any  quality  from  the  natural  properties  of  the  being 
against  whom  it  is  committed.  An  offence  against  a  strong  man, 
d%8  not  make  it  a  strong  offence,  nor  against  an  old  man  an  old 
offence.  It  is  as  absurd  to  insist  that  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  because 
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enacted  against  an  infinite  God,  aa  it  woold  be  to  contend  that  sin 
is  omnipotent,  because  Deity  is  omnipotent!  The  magnitude  of 
acts  must  be  measured  by  the  power  and  capabilities  of  their  au- 
thors. An  effect  cannot  exceed  its  cause.  Man  is  finite,  and  all 
his  acts  must  necessarily  be  finite.  If  his  sinful  deeds  are  infinite 
because  committed  against  an  infinite  God,  his  good  deedb  must  al- 
so be  infinite,  because  enacted  in  favor  of  an  infinite  God.  To 
contend  that  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  is  to  confound  all  degrees  in 
crime.  The  man  who  defrauds  to  the  amount  of  one  farthing, 
commits  an  infinite  sin,  and  of  course  is  as  guilty,  and  deserving  of 
as  much  punishment,  as  one  who  has  led  a  life  of  rapine  and  mur- 
der. For  any  number  of  sins  of  the  blackest  hue,  cannot  amount 
to  anything  more  than  one  sin  that  is  infinite.  This  notion  casts 
disparagement  on  the  Scriptures.  What  nonsense  to  insist  that 
every  man  shall  be  punished  accordmg  to  his  deeds,  if  they  have 
all  alike  committed  infinite  sins ! !  Thus  the  position  that  sin  is 
an  infinite  evil,  and  the  conclusions  drawn  from  it,  are  in  utter  vio- 
lence of  the  plainest  dictates  of  moral  philosophy  and  the  teach- 
ings of  the  Bible. 

The  passage  quoted  from  Heb.  x.  26,  27,  has  not  the  slightest 
relation  to  the  doctrine  in  support  of  which  £lder  Holmes  intro- 
duced it.  The  Apostle  was  speaking  in  reference  to  the  rejection 
of  Christ  by  the  Jews.  The  Creator  had  sent  his  only  son  to  be- 
come the  Mediator  between  God  and  man,  and  the  Savior  of  the 
world.  Jesus  had  attested  to  the  Jews  the  divine  authenticity  of 
his  mission  **  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and  signs,  which  Goid  did 
by  him,"  in  their  midst.  In  the  passage  under  consideration,  St. 
Paul  tells  them  that  if  they  reject  the  Messiah,  under  these  circum- 
stances, they  will  subject  themselves  to  the  severest  punishments 
of  heaven,  and  that  their  Levitical  rights  and  sacrifices  will  avail 
them  nothing  by  way  of  escape.  The  validity  of  these  sacrifices 
had  been  done  away  with.  The  judgment  and  fiery  indignation  of 
which  they  were  forewarned,  consisted  in  the  overthrow  and  de- 
struction of  their  temple,  city  and  nation.  This  is  evident  from 
the  preceding  verse — "  And  so  much  the  more  as  Y£  Me  iht  day 
appfXMching  r*  Dr.  Adam  Clark  says  this  dayi,**  is  the  time  when 
Ood  would  come  and  pour  out  his  judgments  on  the  Jewish  na- 
tion.^' Dr.  Clark  also  says  in  reference  to  the  **fiery  indignation,'* 
mentioned  by  the  Apostle — *'  Probably  the  Apostle  here  refers  to 
the  case  of  the  unbelieving  Jews  in  general,  as  in  chap.  vi.  to  the 
dreadful  judgment  that  was  coming  upon  them ;  and  ih9  burning 
up  of  their  city  and  temple  by  fire,  •  •  •  •  •  To  that  na- 
tion therefore,  there  remained  no  other  sacrifice  for  sin ;  therefore 
the  dreadful  judgment  came ;  the  fiery  indication  was  poured  out, 
and  they^  as  adversaries  were  devoured  by  it."  This  is  the  opinion 
also  of  Hiunmond,  Loghtfoot,  Cappe,  and  the  most  learned  com- 
mentators. Yet  Rev.  David  Holmes  in  the  face  of  these  facts,  en- 
deavors to  make  the  audience  believe  the  passage  has  reference 
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to  mankind  infceneral,  and  to  the  final  condition  of  men  hereafter  I 
Mo9t  profound  critic ! 

Elder  Holmes*  ninth  Argument  in  defence  of  Endless  Punish- 
ment, is  that  it  is  not  oppot»ed  to  the  Moral  Attributes  of  God.     It 
is  rather  a  singular  way  to  frame  an  affirmativg  argument  in  a  neg' 
attve  form.     But  such  was  its  shape  as  he  uttered  it  in  his  speech. 
He  is  rather  famoas  for  this  bocktoard  way  of  going /oni^rcI,*as 
our  hearers  will  recollect,  when  reminded  that  nine  of  hi&  affirmo" 
live  arguments  on  the  first  question,  were  based  on  negative  princi- 
ples.   In  regard  to  the  present  argument  he  thinks  facts  are  all  in 
his  favor.    It  is  astonishing  how  men^s  perceptive  powers  become 
blinded,  and  their  intellect  fettered,  by  man-made  creeds!    Can  it 
be  possible  my  friend  is  in  earnest,  when  he  declares  **  facts  are 
all  in  favor"  of  this  argument ! !     What  facts  !    I  insist  that  every 
fact  in  existence  tells  with  infinite  force  against  it.     So  far  from 
God's  moral  attributes  granting  their  sanction  in  favor  of  eternal 
woe,  I  maintain  every  attribute  pertaining  to  the  Godhead,  is  ar- 
rayed in  eternal  contradiction  to  that  unholy  sentiment.  The  ground 
assumed  in  this  argument  is  wholly  unsupported.     I  challenge  El- 
der Holmes,   or  any  believer  in  infinite  wrath,  to  show  that  that 
sentiment  receives  the  sanction  of  even  one  of  the  attributes  of  the 
Most  High !     Which  one  will  he  select  ?     Will  any  man  in  his 
senses  maintain  that  God*s  Love,  Goodness,  Benevolence,  or  Mer- 
cy, can  approbate  the  plunging  of  sentient  beings  into  ENDLESS 
AGONY,  because  during  the  brief  years  of  this  life,  they  became 
so  blinded  and  deceived  as  to  fall  into  unbelief  and  sin  ?    Can  the 
Holiness  of  the  Creator  sanction  a  course  of  treatment  which 
would  result  iu  imortalizing  and  perpetuating  throughout  eternity, 
its  opposite,  sin  and  blasphemy  ?  Can  God*s  Justice  decide  that  the 
deeds  of  three  score  years  and  ten,  equitably  deserve  a  punishment 
that  shall  endure  forever  ?    Can  it  assent  to  the  position  that  it  is 
right  that  beings  created   without  their  own  consent,  should  be 
forced  to  stand  upon  a  dizzy  precipice,  where  the  Creator  saw 
clearly  that  millions  would  fall  into  endless  burnings  ?    Can  infi- 
nite Wisdom  yield  its  sanction  to  a  plan  of  procedure  which  will 
result  infixing  in  eternal  rebellion  and  woe,  vast  throngs  of  be- 
ings, each  one  of  whom,  under  adequate  instructions,  and  influen- 
ces faithfully  and  patiently  administered,  could  be  made  to  ascend 
to  light  and  glory,  to  holiness  and  happiness  ?    Not  one  of  these 
attributes — not  one  of  God*s  moral  characteristics— can  be  tortured 
into  the  approbation  of  a  doctrine  so  every  way  awful,  and  malig- 
nant, as  the  infinite  torture  of  a  human  being !    It  violates  the  first 
principles  of  our  common  sense,  to  imagine  that  a  perfect  Deity 
would  introduce  a  race  of  beinp  into  existence,  and  aJlow  them  to 
run  into  a  condition  which  would  compel  him  to  perpetuate  through 
eternity,  every  thing  in  opposition  to  his  holiness,  goodness  and 
wisdom ! ! 
The  Elder  enlightens  us  in  regard  to  the  love  of  God  by  the  in- 
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formation  that  it  is  not  a  love  having  neither  eyis  nor  ears  f  !  This 
is  an  important  annunciation  for  which  we  are  all  bound  to  feel 
deeply  grateful.  Pray,  who  ever  imagined  such  to  be  the  nature 
of  God*6  love  ?  The  Elder  seeks  to  sunder  the  love  of  Omnipo- 
tence into  two  divisi(vis,  which  he  denominates  the  love  of  Com- 
passion,  and  the  love  of  Camplacenqff  Nonsense!  To  what 
ridiculous  extremes  the  defenders  of  a  cruel  dogma  are  driven,  in 
their  phrenzied  attempts  to  dilute  the  mighty  principle  of  Infinite 
Love,  and  reduce  it  to — nothing  !  Do  the  Scriptures  use  these 
senseless  phrases  when  they  speak  of  the  love  of  the  Father  ? 
Do  they  divide  and  sub-divide  God's  love,  and  teach  that  with  one 
kind  he  blesses  men,  and  with  another  kind  torments  them  forever  ? 
When  St.  John  declared  '*  God  is  Love,'*  why  did  he  not  conde- 
scend to  inform  us  whether  he  is  the^love  of  Complacency  or  the 
love  of  Compassion  7  There  is  but  one  moral  quality  which  can 
be  denominated  Love,  Rest  assured  Deity  does  not  dole  out  love 
of  one  description  to  this  man,  and  of  another  to  that  man ! !  He 
loves  all  with  the  same  love — and  that  is  a  GREAT  Love !  (see 
£ph.  ii.  4.)  True,  God  approbates  the  good  conduct,  and  disap' 
probates  the  evil  conduct  ot  those  he  loves,  and  rewards  or  punish- 
es them  as  they  deserve.  But  the  fact  that  he  punishes  the  diso- 
bedient, does  not  indicate  an  absence  of  love  towards  them,  any 
more  than  the  chastisement  of  a  parent  proves  he  has  no  love  for 
his  wayward  son. 

As  to  the  childish  remark  that  God's  love  drowned  th^old 
world,  it  can  hardly  merit  notice.  The  Elder  believes  it  was  in 
hate  and  anger  that  God  removed  the  Antediluvians,  and  destroyed 
the  lives  of  the  disobedient  in  other  instances.  I  insist  that  in 
these  events  he  was  moved  by  the  most  pure  and  benevolent  con- 
siderations— that  these  severe  chastisements  were  designed  for  the 
good  of  the  frail,  blind  and  erring  creatures,  who  haid  fallen  into 
sin  !  I  submit  it  to  the  world  to  decide  which  view  most  accords 
with  the  character  of  God  as  a  wise,  holy  and  compassionate  being, 
whom  the  Scriptures  declare  to  be  the  "  God  of  Love.*' 

Mr.  Holmes  has  no  doubt  that  at  the  last  day,  there  will  be  a 
general  burst  of  admiration  from  holy  beings,  at  the  wisdom 
and  goodness  of  God's  ways ! !  Let  us  see  what  there  will  be  to 
admire,  according  to  his  doctrine.  The  Deity  created  a  vast  race 
of  intelligent  onspring,  for  no  other  purpose,  but  to  cause  them 
to  become  holy  and  lianpy.  This  was  his  Desire,  his  Design, 
his  Will,  his  Plan  ! !  But  when  he  attempts  to  carry  an  object 
so  worthy  into  execution,  he  meets  with  an  almost  TOTAL  DE- 
FEAT ! !  His  Desire  is  unsatisfied — his  Design  is  thwarted — 
his  Will  is  unfulfilled — and  innumerable  throngs  whom  he  ex- 
pected would  rise  up  to  rival  Gabriel  in  holiness  and  love,  sink 
down  to  the  eternal  companionship  of  devils,  to  howl  out  impre- 
cations and  blasphemies  at  their  Creator  in  endless  wretched- 
ness ! !     And  this,  my  friend  thinks,  will  cause  a  generad  burst 
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of  ADMIRATION ! !  In  whose  heart  can  such  an  issue  inspire 
admiration  ?  It  may  in  the  hearts  of  demons !  It  can  in  none 
other ! !  But  in  the  last  great  day,  wh^n  Jesus  shall  have  ac- 
complished his  mediatorial  mission — when  he  shall  have  brought 
all  mankind  to  repentance,  holiness,  reconciliation  to  God — when, 
victorious  over  sm  and  death,  the  Restorer  and  Savior  of  the  en- 
tire family  of  man,  he  shall  deliver  up  the  kingdom  into  the 
hands  of  the  Father,  and  God  shall  become  ALL  in  ALL ! ! — then 
indeed  will  there  be  such  a  burst  of  ADMIRATION — such  re- 
joicing— such  triumphant  exultation — from  all  intelligencies,  as 
was  never  before  heard  even  in  heaven  ! !  There  will  then  be 
something  worthy  to  excite  the  highest  admiration — the  most  ex- 
tatic  joy ! !  Surely  the  salvation  of  all  men  must  excite  more 
admiration  and /oy,  than  the  salvation  of  a  part,  with  the  endless 
wretchedness  oi  ihe  remainder ! ! ! 

My  friend's  tenth  Argument  in  the  affirmative,  is  based  on  Hu- 
man Probation.  The  sum  of  the  argument  is,  that  mankind  in 
this  life,  are  on  probation  for  another  existence  ;  and  that  their 
condition  hereafter  and  forever,  will  depend  on  their  proceedings 
here.  I  think  my  friend  does  not  give  a  full  view  of  his  theory 
on  this  subject.  When  clearly  understood,  his  doctrine  teaches 
that  man  is  not  on  probation  through  his  /t/V,  but  only  at  the 
hour  of  his  death.  Any  course  of  conduct  he  pursues  through 
life,  can  have  no  effect  on  hisffUure  condition,  unless  the  last 
hour  is  of  the  same  description.  If  he  lives  a  righteous  life,  and 
sins  in  the  last  hour,  he  is  lost  forever !  If  he  lives  a  wicked  life, 
and  revents  the  last  hour,  he  is  happy  forever !  The  conduct 
througnout  life  has  nothingto  do  with  the  condition  after  death, 
according  to  orthodoxy.  The  hour  preceding  death  is  all  the 
probation  which  has  effect  upon  the  future.  Can  any  man  in  his 
senses,  believe  an  infinitely  wise  God  would  peril  the  infinite 
welfare  of  his  children,  upon  the  state  of  things  during  the  run- 
ning out  of  the  last  sands  of  human  life  ? 

I  am  a  decided  believer  both  in  probation  and  retribution.  But 
I  insist  they  go  much  nearer  togetner,  than  my  friend  does.  Maji 
to-day,  is  on  probation,  to  a  certain  degree,  for  to-morrow.  When 
he  does  wrong  retribution  is  at  hand,  to  give  him  his  just  due.  I 
do  not  believe  man  is  on  probation  in  such  a  sense,  as  that  his 
eternal  destiny  depends  upon  his  doings  at  any  given  period  of 
time.  My  friend  can  bring  no  evidence  from  the  scriptures  in 
•upport  of  such  a  theory.  Every  attempt  has  involved  him  only  ia 
the  predicament  of  wresting  the  word  of  God  from  its  plain  im- 
port. And  surely  moral  pnilosophy,  reason,  analogy,  give  no 
support  to  such  a  theory.  While  administering  a  just  punishment 
for  all  sin,  wherever  committed,  whether  in  this  world  or  the  next, 
the  wise  and  benevolent  Ruler  of  the  Universe,  has  never  put  it 
beyond  the  power  of  the  beings  he  has  formed,  while  in  any  state 
of  existence,  to  recover  from  past  faults  and  imperfec^ons,  and 
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find  the  way  to  better,  higher  and  happier  paths !  God  will  never 
compel  men  to  be  happy  by  physical  force.  But  in  this  world, 
and  in  every  state  of  existence,  happiness  will  be  always  within 
the  reuk  of  all  bis  intelligent  offspring.  Whenever  they  forsake 
sin,  and  error,  and  seek  and  practice  truth,  uprightness  and  holi- 
ness, they  can  enter  upon  the  happiness  of  which  these  moral  qual- 
ities are  ever  the  unfailing  fountains  ! ! 

The  Elder  complains  that  I  have  not  **  marched  up"  to  the  fun- 
damental principles  of  his  arguments.     This  is  decidedly  cool/ 
After  the  shuffling  course  be  pursued  on  the  negative  of  the  sec- 
ond question — after  dodging  the  vital  point  on  nearly  every  argu- 
ment I  offered  on  the  affirmative  of  that  question,  and  seeking  to 
conceal  his  evasions  by  redundant  verbiage,  deceptive  syllogisms, 
and  a  pompous  display  of  the  most  sophistical  logic — after  at- 
tempting to  go  over  the  whole  ground  the  second  time,  in  his  clo- 
sing speech,  in  the  vain  hope  of  compelling  people  to  adopt  his 
bare-faced  sophistries,  through  the  mere  force  of  repetition — after 
all  this,  he  gravely  turns  and  charges  me^  with  failing  to  march 
up  to  1^^  fundamental  principles  of  nis  arguments  !  !     Why,  dear 
man,  you  have  not  introduced  an  argument,  to  which  I  have  not 
paid  all  the  attention  it  could  possibly  claim,  and  to  some  of  them 
much  more  than  they  were  deserving  of.    As  to  "  fundamental 
principles,"  if  in  any  instance  I  have  not  marched  up  to  them,  it 
was  because  there  were  none.     The  trouble  with  my  friend  is, 
that  he  does  not  seem  to  possess  the  ability  to  distinguish  between 
a  sheer  assumption  and  a  true  argument.     And  he  imagines  all  ibe 
people  are  as  deficient  in  this  respect  as  himself.     Hence  while  I 
nave   utterly  exposed  the  sophistry — the  false  assumption — on 
which  an  argument  is  built,  he  thinks,  and  very  honestly  perhaps, 
that  his  argument  is  untouched  ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  refers  once  more  to  deaths  as  the  penalty  of  the  vi- 
olation of  God's  law.  He  inquires  if  there  is  an  element  of  life  in 
death  ?  I  have  already  shown  that  in  moral  death  there  is  an  ele- 
ment of  life.  This  is  made  certain  by  the  fact  that  the  wicked  re- 
form. If  there  was  not  this  element  of  life —  if  moral  death  was 
a  total  extinction  of  moral  life,  then  a  wicked  man  could  never  re- 
form, except  by  aid  of  a  direct  miracle  worked  by  Omnipotence 
himself.  In  this  case,  of  what  avail  all  warnhigs,  threatenings,  ex- 
hortations and  entreaties,  to  induce  sinners  to  turn  from  their 
wickedness!  It  would  be  entirely  beyond  their  power/  They 
could  no  more  repent,  than  they  could  make  a  new  world.  Thus 
it  is  seen  by  all,  that  the  Elder-s  position  on  this  subject  is  nothing 
else  than  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity ;  and  to  be  consistent,  he 
should  contend  repentance  is  the  fruit  of  the  irresistible  influence 
of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Here,  again,  the  Elder  runs  himself  directly 
into  the  very  depths  of  the  most  ultra  Calvinism — which,  indeed, 
is  but  blank  fatalism  /  /  It  is  a  fact  suscentible  of  the  clearest 
proof,  that  Methodism  itself,  is  after  all,.  Calvinistic  in  its  Cu.cwd'^- 
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mental  principles,  and  posflesaes  all  the  worst  features  of  Calrki- 
ism.  It  declares  in  its  Articles  of  Faith,  that  **  man  cannot  turn 
and  prepare  himself,  by  his  own  natural  stren^h  and  works,  to 
faith  and  calling  upon  Grod,"  and  that  he  has  '*  no  power  to  do 
good  works,  pleasant  and  acceptable  to  God,**  without  the  grace 
of  God  assisting  him !  Hence  those  who  actually  repent,  do  so, 
not  by  their  own  power,  but  by  the  assistance  of  Uod's  grace. 
And  the  only  reason  why  others  do  not  repent,  but  continue  in 
sin,  and  fall  into  endless  woe,  is  simply  because  God  was  not 
pleased  to  assist  them  by  his  grace  !  What  is  this,  I  ask  every 
reflecting  man,  but  Calvinism  in  all  its  odiousness  ! 

I  repeat,  there  is  an  element  of  life  in  moral  death.  How  often 
do  men  reform  from  the  basest  habits  and  practices,  and  become 
morally,  new  beings,  and  this  too,  frequently  even  without  any 
pretence  of  acting  under  religious  influences.  Does  not  this  show 
an  inherent  element  of  moral  life  in  all  hearts  ?  And  when  the 
wicked  are  reformed  under  the  higher  and  better  influences  of  re- 
ligious instruction,  it  is  not  done  by  any  miraculous  interposition, 
or  by  the  imparting  of  any  new  power  to  the  human  soul,  but  by 
awakening — bringing  into  activity — an  element  of  moral  life, 
which  God  had  already  placed  in  every  soul,  and  which  nothing 
can  wholly  obliterate.  What  does  the  Apostle  mean,  when  he 
says — "  You  hath  he  quickened  who  were  dead  in  trespasses  and 
sins?'^  Again — **  But  God  who  is  rich  in  mercy,  for  his  great 
love  wherewith  he  loved  us,  even  when  we  were  dead  in  sins,  hath 
quickened  as  together  with  Christ.'*  To  **  quicken,"  is  not  to  add 
new  powers,  but  it  is  to  resuscitate,  revive,  bring  into  action,  that 
moral  power  which  is  already  in  the  heart. 

The  Elder  declares  that  the  Deaths  which  the  scriptures  declare 
shall  be  destroyed,  is  physical  death— the  death  of  the  body — and 
not  moral  death.  If  his  doctrine  is  true,  why  should  physical 
death  be  destroyed,  in  rtspecl  to  the  wicked  ?  Why  should  they 
be  raised  to  life,  if  that  life  would  be  one  of  endless  torture  ? 
Why  not  allow  the  wretched  creatures  to  sleep  on  in  non-entity  ? 
How  abhorrent  the  idea  that  God  wiil  compel  his  blinded  children 
to  live  again,  only  to  have  an  opportunity  to  torment  them  for- 
ever ! !  Yet  this  sentiment  is  the  central  principle  of  modern  or- 
thodoxy ! !  What  proof  has  Mr.  Holmes  given  us  that  physical 
death  only,  is  to  be  destroyed  ?  His  assertion — nothine  more! ! 
I  maintain,  that  those  pa.ssages  which  declare  death  shall  be  des- 
troyed, include  not  only  natural^  but  moral  death — they  declare 
the  extinction  of  death  of  every  description.  The  original  Greek 
word  rendered  deaths  both  physical  and  morale  is  **  thanatos,** 
That  this  word  is  used  to  signify  moral  death,  may  be  seen  in  the 
following  passages,  and  many  others  that  might  be  quoted.-^ 
•*  Know  ye  not,  that  to  whom  ye  yield  yourselves  servjants,  to 
obey,  his  servants  ye  are  to  whom  ye  obey ;  whether  of  sin  unto 
death,  Ithanaton]  or  of  obedience  unto  righteousness.** — (Rom.  yL 
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16.)  "  Verily,  verily  I  say  tinto  yoa,  he  that  heareth  my  word, 
and  believeth  on  him  that  sent  me,  hath  eTeriasting  life,  and  shall 
not  come  into  condemnation,  but  is  passed- from  death  {thanatou] 
unto  life." — (John  v.  24.)  No  one  will  doubt  that  in  these  passa- 
ges moral  death  is  intended.  Now  it  is  this  same  death,  {thana' 
tos'\  that  is  to  be  destroyed.-r-'*  The  last  enemy  that  shall  be  des» 
iroyedM  death."— [Mor.afo5] — (1  Cor.  xv.  26.)  «•  Death  [thanatos] 
is  swallowed  up  in  victory !  O  death,  [thanate]  where  is  thy 
sting?" — (1.  Cor.  xv.  54,  55'.)  This  testimony  must  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  every  mind  that  the  Bible  teaches  the  destruction  of 
both  moral  and  physical  death.  Hence  the  only  form  in  which 
Elder  Holmes  claims  that  punishment  can  be  administered  forever, 
will  in  due  time,  be  destroyed  f  ! 

I  proceed  to  niy  tenth  Negative  Argument.  Endless  Punish- 
ment represents  God  as  violating  in  his  own  proceedings,  the 
Moral  Principles  he  has  enjoined  on  his  creatures.  The  Savior 
says — *^  Ye  have  heard  that  it  hath  been  said.  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbor  and  haie  thine  enemy.  But  I  say  unto  you,  love  your 
XNEMiES ;  bless  them  that  curse  you  ;  do  good  to  them  that  hats 
you,  and  pray  for  them  that  despitefully  use  you,  and  persecute 
you.  That  ye  may  be  the  chil4ren  [the  imitators]  of  your  Father 
which  is  in  heaven.  For  he  maketh  his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil 
and  on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the  just  and  the  unjust.  ^ 
•  •  Be  ye  therefore  perfect,  even  as  your  Father  which  is  in  . 
heaven  is  perfect." — (Matt.  v.  43-48.)  St  Paul  utters  a  similar 
injunction — **  Be  not  overcome  of  evil ;  but  overcome  evU  with 
^ood," — (Rom.  xii.  21.)  Here  is  the  Rule  of  conduct  which  God 
has  enjoined  on  mankind.  Mark !  We  are  not  to  return  good 
for  evil  and  love  for  hatred,  a  short  time,  and  then  render  hatred 
for  hatred  during  the  remainder  of  our  intercourse  with  our  ene- 
mies. But  returning  good  for  evil  is  to  be  the  Standing  Rule  of 
our  existence.  The  moral  philosophy,  the  beauty,  sublimity  and 
perfection  of  this  principle,  has  received  the  sanction  and  admira- 
tion of  all  pure  minds  in  every  age.  It  is  one  of  the  chief  charac- 
teristics which  distinguish  the  Christian  religion  from  all  other 
systems,  and  is  one  of  the  most  convincing  evidences  of  its  divine 
authenticity. 

How  does  the  doctrine  of  endless  misery  represent  God  as  pro- 
ceeding in  his  intercourse  with  sinful  man  ?  According  to  this 
principle  ?  No  ;  but  in  direct  CONTRADICTION  of  it!  It  de- 
clares that  he  will  love  his  enemies  for  a  short  season — that  he 
will  bless  those  who  curse  him,  for  a  few  years — that  he  will 
do  good  to  them  that  hate  him  during  this  brief  life  ! — but  that  he 
will  afterwards  turn  with  fury  upon  them,  and  hate,  curse,  and 
torment /orw^r  all  who  hate  and  curse  him  ! !  This  doctrine  re- 
presents God  as  endeavoring  for  a  short  period,  to  overcome  evil 
with  good.  This  is  correct  so  far.  But  it  goes  farther,  and  in- 
sists max  Deity  soon  wearies  of  practicing  on  this  noble  and  i^t- 
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feet  principle  ;*  and  ere  long  entirely  changes  his  method  of  pro- 
cedure, and  returns  evil  for  evd,  and  wrath  lor  wratJi,  throughout 
the  ceaseless  ages  of  eternity  ! !     We  protest  against  this  most  ab- 
horrent view  of  the  moral  principles  of  the  holy  God !     The  doc- 
trine which  asserts  it,  is  a  libel  on  religion — casting  as  it  does, 
the  darkest  stigma  on  the  character  of  the  Most  High.     It  makes 
the  Creator  act  on   the  same  low,  base  and  malicious  principles 
that  the  Savior  in  condemnatory  terms  charges  en  the  publicans  of 
old — of  loving  only  those  who  love  them,  and  hating  in  return  all 
who  hate  them.     This,  indeed,  is  the  fundamental  error  of  all  the 
sects  of  so-called  Evangelists — in  representing  that  God  through- 
out eternity,  after  this  brief  life  is  closed,  will  love  and  bless  those 
alone  who  love  and  bless  him  ! !     In  this»  they  subject  the  Deity 
to  the  censure  of  his  own  Son.    Christ  says,  '*  If  ye  love  them 
that  love  you,  what  reward  have  you  ?    Do  not  even  the  publi- 
cans the  same  ?" — (Matt,  v.'  46.)     If  God  hereafter  will  forever 
love  them  only  who  love  him,  what  better  is  he,  or  how  more  per- 
fect than  frail  man  ?    The  publicans^  the  worst  of  men,  can  love 
those  who  love  them.    Is  God  no  better,  no  more  perfect  than 
they  ?    Does  he  act  on  no  higher  principles  than  the  brute — the 
savage — the  most  base  and  depraved  of  men  ?    Words  fail  of  ex- 
pressing the  utter  detestation  with  which  a  doctrine  should  be 
viewed,  which  thus  degrades  the  holiest  and  best  of  beings,  in  his 
principles  of  action,  to  an  equality  with  the  most  ignorant  and 
sinful  among  men.     What  further  evidence  can  be  required  of  the 
entire  FALSITY  of  a  sentiment,  than  that  it  thus  deliberately 
charges  our  Heavenly  Father  with  violating  through  eternity,  the 
most  perfect  and  lovely  moral  principle  enjoined  on  human  beings  ? 
My  e/eventk  Negative  Argument,  is  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  represents  God  as  perpetuating  volurUarUy,   nsko- 
L£88LT,  and  forever^  that  which  is  in  opposition  to  his  own  na- 
ture, and  to  the  welfare  of  his  creatures.     That  those  whom  par- 
tialism  declares  will  be  lost^  will  sin  and  blaspheme  forever,  is  the 
belief  of  all  the  defenders  of  Endless  Punishment.     The  evangel- 
ical President  Edwards,  in  his  sermon  entitled  "  Men  naturally 
God*s  enemies,'*  says  of  those  who  will  be  driven  to  hell — **  then 
will  you,  as  a  serpent,  spit  poison  at  God,  and  vent  your  rage  and 
malice  in  fearful  blasphemies.    Out  of  that  mouth,  out  of  which 
when  you  open  it,  will  proceed  flames,  will  also  proceed  dreadful 
blasphemies  against  God.     That  same  tongue,  to  cool  which  you 
will  wish  for  a  drop  of  water,  will  be  eternally  employed  in  cdrs- 
iNo  and  blaspheming  God  and  Christ."    Now  as  the  Creator  is 
infinitely  holy  and  happy,  blasphemy  and  misery  are  the  di- 
rect opposites  of  his  nature.     In  placing  his  creatures  where  they 
would  be  involved  in  endless  sm  and  agony,  he  perpetuates  and 
enstamps  with  immortality,  not  only  that  which  is  in  opposition  to 
himself,  but  that  which  is  the  most  awful  and  disgusting  of  all 
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things ! !  If  this  state  of  things  will  exist,  Jehovah  not  only  per- 
mits it,  but  ordains  it,  and  perpetuates  it,  voluntarily  //  He  per- 
vetuates  it,  by  perpetuating  the  existence  of  a  being  who  sins  and 
blasphemes  forever  ! !  The  sinner  in  hell  could  not  exist  without 
the  direct  aid  of  the  Deity.  His  being  can  be  prolonged  only  by 
a  strength,  a  power,  immediately  and  continually  imparted  to  him 
or. rather  forced  upon  him,  by  the  Creator.  It  would  still  only  be 
••  in  God,"  that  he  could  "  live,  move,  and  have  his  being.*'  Were 
Jehovah  to  withdraw  his  presence,  and  withhold  the  life-sustain- 
ing power  he  imparts,  for  but  a  single  moment,  the  sinner  would 
instantly  drop  into  utter  annihilation  !  If  his  existence  is  pro- 
longed through  eternity,  it  will  be  because  God  compels  him  to 
live.  And  all  for  what  ?  That  the  miserable  wretch  whom  Dei- 
ty himself  breathed  into  life  may  writhe  in  agoi^y  and  blaspheme 
forever  ! ! 

If  God  thus  perpetuates  sin  and  woe  through  eternity,  he  must 
do  it  VOLUNTARILY !  Is  he  not  at  the  head  of  the  Universe  ? 
Is  he  not  above  all,  and  independent  of  all?  Is  not  his  will  done 
both  in  heaven  and  in  earth .'  Does  he  not  act  voluntarily  in  all 
his  ways  ?  What  power  can  compel  him  or  indv^x  him  to  do  dif- 
ferent from  his  own  desires^  his  own  purposes,  his  own  pleasure  f 
if  any  such  power  there  is,  then  that  Power  is  God,  and  the  god 
we  have  been  worshipping  is  a  subordinate  being  !  But  there  is 
no  such  Power.  I  am  aware  my  opponent's  system  attempts  to 
create  a  Power  of  this  description — declaring  that  MAN  compel* 
God  to  frustrate  his  own  intentions,  disappoint  his  own  desires, 
and  violate  his  own  will.  This  virtually  makes  man  independent 
of  2  his  Creator,  so  far  as  his  final  destiny  is  concerned,  and  Deity 
dependent.  In  other  words  it  makes  the  CREATURE  to  be  God, 
and  'God  to  be  the  creature /f  But  how  fcJse  is  such  a  theorjr. 
Jehovah  is  God  over  all !  He  does  his  will,  and  acts  after  his 
own  pleasure,  at  all  times,  and  with  all  beings.  Hence  if  he  per* 
petuates  the  sinner's  existence  forever,  witn  his  blasphemy  and 
wretchedness,  he  does  ii  voluntarily .' 

Moreover,  I  maintain  that  such  a  perpetuation  of  sin  and  woe, 
would  be  needless  /  /  What  need  can  there  be  of  prolonging  and 
immortalizing  that  which  is  so  wicked  and  horrid  in  its  nature  ? 
Do  you  say  that  Justice  requires  it  ?  I  deny  the  position.  Pure 
Justice  cannot  demand  endless  punishment  for  temporary  sin  !  Pure 
Justice  cannot  require  a  state  of  wretchedness,  which  aims  at  no 
gcod^  eventuates  in  no  benefit  to  any  created  or  living  thing ! !  It 
]!5  CRUELTY  which  requires  this.  Do  you  say  there  is  need  of 
eternal  woe  as  an  esample  7  Example  to  whom,  and  for  what  ? 
To  the  saints  in  heaven  ?  Is  bell  so  near  the  celestial  abodes, 
that  saints  can  behold  the  agonies  of  the  damned,  and  hear  their 
wailings  ?  And  if  it  is,  can  it  be  necessary  for  the  dwellers  in 
heaven  to  have  such  a  spectacle  constantly  before  them  ?  What 
kind  of  SAINTS  must  those  be  who  cannot  be  kept  in  restraint 
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and  obedUnee,  withoat  beholding  contlniiaTly  millions  of  fellow- 
beings  writhing  in  agonies  before  their  eyes — among  whom»  too. 
they  may  see  their  fathers,  mothers,  brothers,  sisters,  sons  and 
daughters  ?  What  kind  of  saints  are  those  who  cannot  chant  the 
praises  of  God,  except  their  son^  are  accompanied  by  a  vast  cho- 
rus of  screams,  imprecations  and  bhisphemies  from  coantless  mal- 
titudes  of  wretchea  spirits  ?  Oh  Grod !  what  views  to  entertain  of 
Heaven,  and  of  those  who  dwell  there  ! !  Yet  this  is  pure  EYAN- 
6GL[CAL  doctrine ! !  It  is  the  doctrine  that  was  advocated  by 
Edwards,  the  father  of  American  Revivalists !  It  is  a  state  of 
things  legitimately  drawn  from  the  teachings  of  partialist  creeds 
as  now  existing,  notwithstanding  their  advocates  are  exceedingly 
anxious  to  conceal  it ! ! 

I  contend  that  such  a  state  cannot  be  necessary  as  an  example, 
God  would  prefer  that  his  erring  children  should  fall  into  annihi- 
lation, rather  than  live  forever  only  to  writhe  in  anguish  and  sin ! 
What  harm  could  it  do,  to  allow  those  cast  away  in  a  future  world 
to  fall  at  length  into  the  sleep  of  non-entity,  where  all  their  sins, 
and  blasphemies,  and  woes  would  cease  ?  Yea,  still  better,  what 
harm  would  it  do,  to  allow  them  to  repent,  return  to  God,  and  be- 
come obedient  and  loving  children !  Would  it  injure  God,  or 
Christ,  or  angels,  or  saints,  or  any  beings  in  the  universe  ?  Why 
not  allow  it  then  ?  Archbishop  WhateTy  says,  **  If  we  are  to  mea- 
suie  the  dealings  of  God  by  the  standard  of  our  own  reason,  we 
fihall  find  ourselves  at  a  loss  to  explain  any  future  punishment  at 
ail ;  for  it  is  certain  that  the  object  proposed  by  human  punish- 
ments, is  the  prevention  of  future  crimes,  by  holding  out  a  terror 
to  transgressors.  We  punish  a  man,  not  because  he  has  offended, 
but  that  others  may  be  deterred  from  offending  by  his  example. 
Now  how  any  such  purpose  can  be  answered  by  the  future  pun- 
ishment of  the  wicked,  whether  for  a  time  or  forever,  we  can  by 
no  means  conceive !"  This  single  sentence  shows  that  the  Arch- 
bishop must  have  had  doubts  of  the  endless  perpetuity  of  punish- 
ment. In  conclusion,  I  ask,  must  not  that  doctrine  be  false,  which 
thus  represents  a  holy,  good  and  merciful  God,  as  voluntarily  s.nd 
needlessly  perpetuating  that  which  is  in  direct  opposition  to  his 
own  nature,  and  which  would  forever  be  a  blot  on  the  face  of  his 
fair  creation  ? — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  8SVJCNTH  SPEECH.] 

I  confess,  Messrs.  Moderators,  I  have  never  known  a  man  as 
successful  as  Mr.  Austin,  in  keeping  up  an  incessant  stream  of 
words,  without  seeming  to  have  a  distinct  object,  or  arriving  at 
any  fixed  or  definite  conclusions.  Thus  far,  though  my  friend 
says  much  about  hating,  detesting,  abhorring  the  doctrine  for 
which  I  contend,  and,  with  **  great  swelling  words,''  expatiates 
""in  the  gloriea  of  Universalisia *,  "y^V i\^\\.Viw  vn  the  objections 
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to  the  former,  nor  the  proofs  which  support  the  latter,  does  he 
pursue  a  consecutive  and  harmonious  course  of  argument,  or 
conriTnit  himself  to  any  facts  or  principles  from  which  he  does 
not  feel  at  perfect  liberty  to  quibble  and  fly,  as  often  as  it  serves 
his  purpose. 

Tne  audience  know  very  well,  that  I  have  at  different  times 
during  this  discussion,  pressed  upon  his  attention  certain  ques- 
tions vitally  connected  with  the  subjects  at  issue  between  us. 
He  has  sometimes  evaded  the  point,  by  calling  it  irrelevant  mat- 
ter, and  sometimes,  when  pressed  too  closely,  has  partly  admit- 
ted and  partly  denied,  and  passed  off  the  subject  in  an  ambigu- 
ous and  hypothetical  way.  When  I  argue  on  supposition  that 
he  denies  all  future  punishment,  he  seeks  to  avoia  my  conclu- 
sions by  seeming  to  admit  it,  and  when  I  proceed  to  take  advan- 
tage of  that  seeming  admission,  he  wheels  about  and  talks  as 
though  he  regarded  the  idea  of  punishment  in  the  future  world 
a  perfect  absurdity.  Thus,  he  flies  about  and  shifts  his  ground, 
as  often  as  the  necessities  of  his  case  require.  It  would  certainly 
be  more  pleasant  to  debate  with  a  man  who  knew  his  where- 
abouts, and  would  stand  his  ground  ;  yet  I  do  not  mention  these 
things  by  way  of  complaint — my  object  is  to  bring  out  the  cha- 
racter of  Universalism,  and  the  nature  of  its  defence. 

Though  the  gentleman's  sole  instrumental  dependence  for  the 
flnal  salvation  of  all  men,  is  on  the  reformative  virtue  and  influ- 
ence of  punishment,  yet,  to  this  hour,  he  has  given  us  no  clear, 
well  dehned  facts  or  principles  in  regard  to  it.  He  talks  as 
though  it  were  the  greatest  absurdity  imaginable  not  to  believe 
it,  but  has  failed  to  inform  us  of  the  time,  place,  and  means  which 
are  to  mark  and  define  the  achievement  of  this  object.  So  loose 
and  general  has  he  been  in  his  harangues  upon  this  subject,  that 
he  has  not  told  us  even,  whether  God's  punishments  are  all  in- 
flicted in  this  life,  or  partly  inflicted  after  the  death  of  the  body ; 
nor  whether  there  is  in  the  future  state  a  place  of  punishment. 
Now,  if  I  am  to  believe  this  doctrine  of  universal  salvation  by 
punishment^  I  must  know,  I  have  a  right  to  know,  something 
that  is  satisfactory  of  the  time,  the  place,  and  the  whole  "  mo- 
dm  operandi^  If  I  can  know  nothing  of  this,  then  I  can  have 
no  real  ground  for  believing  the  theory,  and  I  cast  it  from  me  as 
unworthy  of  my  confidence. 

Moreover,  as  the  gentleman  has  denominated  his  way  to  hea- 
ven a  Macademized  road,  I  have  a  riglit  to  know  something  of  its 
nature,  in  what  direction  it  runs,  and  where  it  terminates.  Does 
it  connect  the  death-bed  immediately  with  the  joys  of  Paradise  I 
or  does  it  disappoint  the  hopes  of  the  traveller  hy  leading  off"  in- 
to the  bogs  and  swamps  of  eternity  ?  If  so,  does  it  pass  safely 
the  great  gulf  which  separates  heaven  from  hell  ?  I  wish  this 
information,  also,  that  I  may  institute  a  comparison  between  this 
Macademized   road,  and  that  ^' new  and  living  way"  o^eu^i^^ 
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the  "  blood  of  the  cross,"  throueh  which  we  are  invited  to  ap- 
proach the  Father  of  spirits,  and  receive  everlasting  life. 

I  have  defined,  endless  punishment,  or  miser)-,  as  embracing^ 
two  elements.  1,  a  loss  of  the  positive  blessings  of  heaven ; 
2,  a  consciousness  of  positive  unhappiness,  arising  from  the 
operation  of  depraved  passion,  and  the  relation  sustained  to  the 
divine  law  and  government.  Mr.  Austin's  descriptions  for  effect 
are  all  based  upon  an  extreme  view,  and  what  1  would  call  an 
abuse  of  tbe  doctrine. 

I  stated  to  you  when  I  commenced  the  discussion  of  this  question, 
that  there  were  two  extremes  into  which  men  had  run  in  refer- 
ence to  the  doctrine  involved.  One,  the  result  of  depravity — 
the  infidelity  of  the  heart ;  the  other,  of  fanatical  extravagance, 
arising  from  meditations  On  a  fearful  Bible  truth.  One  class  re- 
jecting the  whole  subject  as  groundless  and  unworthy  of  cre- 
dence, with  as  much  self-complacency  as  Voltaire  or  Paine  re- 
jected the  Bible — ^the  other,  lajnin^  aside  discrimination,  and  giv- 
ing a  loose  rein  to  the  imagination,  arraying  the  subject  in  the 
most  revolting  dress,  by  employing  figures  the  most  frightful  and 
horrid,  and  indulging  in  descriptions  conceivable  only  by  a  vivid 
and  eccentric  imagination.  Into  the  first  of  these  extremes,  Uni- 
versalists  have  plunged,  and  others  not  known  by  that  name — 
the  last  has  been  reached  by  some  good  men,  though  not  very 
safe  or  consistent  theologians.  The  truth  undoubtedly  lies  be- 
tween these  two  extremes.  The  doctrine  in  question  is  true  and 
important,  but  rational  and  consistent ;  and  sustains  a  relation 
to  the  character  of  God — the  principles  of  his  government — and 
the  constitution  of  man.  which  cannot  be  disregarded  without 
impiety,  and  should  not  be  trifled  with  by  a  wild  and  inventive 
imagination. 

Mr.  Austin,  as  was  anticipated,  has  attempted  to  make  capital 
of  the  extravagant  descriptions  indulged  in  by  some,  on  the  sub- 
ject at  .issue  oetween  us.  As  every  man  of  sense  must  know, 
if  he  will  reflect  a  moment,  thai  all  this  verbiage  possesses  not 
the  weight  of  a  feather,  in  determining  the  real  merits  of  the 
question,  Mr.  Austin  must  have  some  object  in  view,  aside 
from  the  purposes  of  honorable  controversy.  The  object  seems 
to  be,  to  excite  prejudice,  divert  attention,  and  mystify  the  mind. 
Hence,  you  have  seen  the  gentleman  has  closed  up  nearly  every 
speech  he  has  made,  with  some  flourish  of  this  kind,  embracing 
the  most  wild  and  extravagant  bombast. 

I  am  not  here  as  an  apologist  for  any  vagaries  of  the  imagi- 
nation, on  this  or  any  other  subject.  1  believe  they  are  always 
out  of  place.  It  is  enough  to  present  the  subject  of  present, 
future,  and  endless  punishment  as  the  Bible  presents  it — to 
preach  to  the  people  that  they  are  lost^  and  must  remain  so,  un- 
less they  fly  to  Christ  as  the  only  hope  of  the  guilty — ^that  un- 
ices they  repent  atxd  lutu  \o  Ob^  Va.  i^Hh  and  holy  obedience. 
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they  can  have  no  rational  hope  of  ever  entering  or  enjoying  the 
kingdom  of  heaven.  This  is  my  course,  and  so  far  as  I  know* 
it  is  the  general  course  of  orthodox  ministers,  and  it  is  a  rational 
and  scriptural  course. 

I  do  not  wonder  that  Mr.  Austin  should  display  so  much  anx- 
iety to  harrow  up  the  feelings,  and  work  upon  the  sympathies  of 
this  assembly,  when  I  reflect  upon  the  weakness  of  his  argu- 
ments— the  perfect  case  with  which  I  have  met  and  refuted 
every  objection.  He  knows  his  cause  must  suffer  materially  in 
the  view  of  the  congregation,  unless  he  can,  in  some  way,  impair 
the  discriminating  power  of  common  sense. 

My  friend's  ninth  negative  argument  is,  that  it  (endless  punish- 
ment) destroys  the  Paternal  character  of  Grod. 

The  audience  doubtless  remember^  that  the  gentleman  depend- 
ed largely  on  the  support  to  be  derived  from  the  paternal  char- 
acter of  God,  when  discussing  the  question  of  the  final  holiness 
and  happiness  of  all  men.  I  then  met  the  argument  fairly,  dis- 
cussed it  fully,  and  refuted  it  entirely,  in  a  number  of  di^rent 
ways.  He  now  brings  up  the  same  thing  again,  only  he  puts  it 
in  a  negative  form  ^  so  as  to  adapt  it  to  the  present  question.  I 
am  not  bound  by  any  rule  of  controversy,  to  bestow  any  farther 
attention  upon  this  point,  but,  lest  my  silence  should  be  con- 
strued into  inability  to  meet  this  objection,  I  will  notice  a  few 
things  in  this  connection. 

1 .  Mr.  Austin  represents  the  paternity  of  God  as  an  attribute. 
He  has  a  wonderful  facility  in  multiplying  the  attributes  of  Deity. 
He  fixes  upon  some  affection  of  the  diyine  mind,  or  relative  term, 
expressive  of  some  idea  which  he  supposes  favorable  to  Univer- 
salism,  and  forthwith  exalts  it  to  the  character  of  an  attribute. 
In  this  way  he  makes  the  paternal  relation  an  attribute.* 

I  am  restrained  from  saving  what  I  might  on  this  strange  and 
unheard  of  notion,  lest  I  should  be  thought  to  impeach  the  com- 
mon sense  of  this  audience.  Look  at  it — ^the  paternal  relation 
and  character  of  Deity  an  attribute ! !  As  well  might  we  suppose 
his  judicial  or  governmental  character  and  relation  an  attrtbut€. 
And  if  this  view  is  to  be  taken,  then  it  would  follow,  that  God 
has  more  attributes  now,  than  he  had  at  some  previousperiod  in 
past  eternity.  There  was  a  time  when  God  was  not  a  Father  by 
creation — when  he  was  not  a  governor  and  judge  of  the  human 
family.  Hence,  there  was  a  time  when  these  attributes  did  not 
exist,  and  wben  he  was  not  the  same  that  he  now  is.  Or,  if  you 
make  the  paternal,  judicial,  and  governmental  relations  eternal, 
in  order  to  establish  the  eternity  of  tnese  supposed  attributes,  then, 
by  consequence,  you  make  a  created  and  governed  universe  eter- 
nal, you  maintain  the  eternity  of  organized  matter,  and  deprive 
God  of  another   of  his  attributes,  viz,  sole  and  independent  eter- 

fl83. 
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mty.  The  g^tleinan  has  ^istmnnEiiQlied  htniself  by  wild  aod  qb- 
tenable  paehioRs,  all  along  the  line  of  this  discuflaion,  but  this  ex- 
ceeds them  all. 

2.  Mr.  Austin  would  have  us  belieye  that  the  paternity  of  God 
towers  above  every  other  featare  of  his  eharacter.    H«re.  again, 
I  can  but  mar? el  at  the  wonderful  obtoaeness  and  inconsistency 
•displayed.    To  sappose  a  mere  relation  established  between  the 
Dirine  Being  and  a  race  of  finite  creatures^  phould  tower  above 
and  oTer^ride  all  the  tntroite  perfections  of  his  eternal  and  un- 
changeable character,  calis  for  a  greater  stretch  of  credulity  than  I 
am  willing  to  attribute  to  any  flum  in  this  audience.     God's  char- 
-aeterisan  ansembUige  of  all  possible  moral  perfections;  and  no 
one  of  his  attributes  is  more  infinite  or  perfect  than  another. 
There  is  a  perfection  in  the  harmony,  and  a  harmony  in  the  pcr- 
'fection.    God  was  as  infinitely  and  absolutely  perfect  before  the 
wocd  of  his  power  spoke  eystems  and  worlds  into  being,  4ks  he 
•has  been  at  Any  time  since  the  rising  glories  of  creation  caused  the 
'  ^'  morning  stars  to  sing  together,  and  the  sons  of  God  to  shout  for 
joy.*'  Hi^  the  paternal  character  never  existed,  God  would  not  have 
been  less  perfect  than  he  is,  and  should  he  now  strike  from  ex- 
istence ail  created  entity,  he  would  still  retain  his  perfection,  still 
-remain  the  aame  unchangeable  being.    We  lose  sight  of  the  har- 
mony and  perfection  of  GoA^  and  the  force  of  his  moral  attributes, 
by  taking  such  subordinate  and  groveling  views  of  his  character. 
3.  Moreover,  in  my  formal  reply  previously  given  to  the  pa- 
ternal argument,  as  urged  by  Mr.  Austin,  I  have  shown,  that 
.nothing  can  be , predicated  of  it  beyond  what  it  achieve&for  the 
benefit  of  men  in  the  present  state.    The  argument  from  God's 
pa/temity,  is  just  as  strong  for  present  salvation  as  for  salvation 
m  the  future.    But  it  does  not  absolutely  and  unconditionally 
produce  present  salvation — hence  it  cannot,  without  a  yiolation  of 
■  all  consistency,  be  the  ground  of  confidence,  irrespective  of  con- 
tingency and  moral  agency,  that  all  men  will  be  saved  in  the  fu- 
ture world.    The  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  therefore,  no 
more  destroys  the  paternal  character  of  God,  than  the  doctrine  of 
limited  punishment.    The  punishment  of  the  sinner  doe$  not  flow 
fwmthe  paternal  tharaUer  of  Gody  but  from  his  judicial  and  gov- 
ernmental character,  and  it  no  more  destroys  the  one  than  it  de- 
•Ut>ys  the  other. 

Still  farther-^if  it  could  be  proved  that  endless  punishment  did, 
or  would  destroy  the  paternal  character  of  God,  it  would  be  no 
argument  apnunst  it.  The  paternal  relation  is  finite,  and  estab- 
lished for  the  good  of  men,  and  if  they  break  awaj  from  the 
moral  restraints  of  their  Heavenly  Father,  the  relation  may  be 
dissolved  without  any  injustice  to  them.  For  such  reasonst  sim- 
ilar relatioosoace  established,  have  been  dissolved.  The  relation 
-ooce  subsisting  with  the  human  race,  was  destroyed  at  the  time 
'$he  apostacy,  and  as  the  Teault  of  it>  Adam  was'  ivff^^jimt  of 
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Paradise.  The  relation  established  between  (hyd  and  tbe  Jewisb 
imtion,  Mras  dissolred  wlien  he  gaiTe  them  Saul  as  their  king. 
And  did  he  not  reject  Saul  and  Solomon  from  being  kings,  after 
baling  entered  into  covenant  relations  with  them  ?  In  like  man- 
ner, he  may  and  will  reject  men  from  the  tekUumt  (f  his  fpiritwU 
famUy,  when  they  rebel  against  his  authority,  and  refuse  to  live 
in  accordance  with  those  relations.  Now  as  this  fraternal  argu- 
ment has  been  repeatedly  shown  to  be  deficient  and  fallacious^ 
and  as  this  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is 
founded  on  the  idea  that  God's  naternity  is  an  attribute,  and  that 
it  is  the  superior  and  all*contToiling  element  of  his  nature,  both 
of  which  are  theological  blunders  of  the  grossest  kind,  we  may 
dismiss  it  as  entirely  unworthy  of  a  more  extended  notice. 

The  next  negative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  endless  pun- 
ishment hardens  the  hearts  of  those  who  believe  it.  To  sustain 
this  objection,  he  quotes  several  authors  who  have  used  language 
in  reference  to  the  perdition  of  the  ungodly,  which,  to  say  the 
least,  is  of  doubtful  propriety.  I  have  already  ejipressed  my  view» 
<^n  this  subject  with  sufficient  plainness. 

That  God  will  be  fullr  juAtinedin  the  eyes  of  the  universe,  and 
that  his  sentence  of  endless  banishment  from  his  presence  and 
glory,  will  meet  the  hearty  approval  of  all  holy  intelligenoes,  I 
have  no  doubt.  Yet,  I  have  no  approval  for  the  harsh  and  ex- 
travagant language  sometimes  employed  in  illustrating  and  en- 
forcing it.  But  alter  all,  I  do  not  regard  the  quotations  of  Mr. 
Austin  from  the  writers  alluded  to,  nor  any  others  that  mav  be 
brought  forward,  as  proof  of  hardnesa  of  heart,  or  as  lumisAing^ 
any  evidence  of  the  hardening  tendency  of  (be  d<oetri&e. 

That  class  of  men,  and  some  of  the  very  individuals  from  whieh 
these  quotations  have  been  made,  have  given  the  most  exalted 
and  unquestionable  proof  of  their  fidelity  to  the  cause  of  Christ, 
their  compassion  and  love  for  the  souls  of  men,  and  their  enlar- 
ged and  expansive  Christian  benevolence.  They  have  made  per- 
sonal sacrifices  of  honor,  and  ease,  and  money ;  they  have  en- 
dured much  toil  and  sufiering,  and  in  many  instances  have  sacri* 
ficed  life  itself,  to  further  the  benevolent  designs  of  the  gospel. 
The  Christian  world  is  indebted  to  these  men  for  Che  preservation 
of  the  scriptures,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  institutions  of  Chris- 
tianity, under  circustances  which  tried  men's  souls,  and  when 
those  who  now  denounce  them  as  hard-hearted — as  chuckling 
and  exultine  over  the  endless  damnation  of  the  sinner,  wouJd  have 

?uit  the  field,  and  left  the  cause  in  the  hands  of  the  destroyer, 
n  the  language  quoted  by  my  friend,  I  see  nothing  more  than  a 
zeal  to  vindicate  the  charncter  and  government  of  God  from  the 
charge  of  injustice — a  zeal  which  sometimes  betrayed  itself  into 
improper  modes  of  expression.  I  deny  this  charge  of  hardness  of 
h^sui :  ftod  I  appeal  to  the  history  W  eraogeUcal  ehrietendom  to 
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sustain' me  in  treating'  this  g^undless  allegation  with  the  contempt 
it  so  justly  merits;  and  Coming  toO)  from  such  a  souree.  What 
proof  has  Universalism  ever  giveii  of  its  love  for  Christ  and  his 
cause,  or  its  compassion  for  the  souls  of  men  ?  Where  are  its 
missionaries  and  martyrs,  or  institutions  of  Christian  benevo- 
lence ?*  They  (Universalists)  build  a  meeting-house  here  and 
there,  and  for  a  time  endeavor  to  support  regular  meetings,  but 
it  is  not  because  the  "  love  of  Christ  constraineth  them,"  for  they 
preach  Christ  as  a  mere  man^  of  superior  eifts  and  piety — it  is  not 
out  of  compassion  to  the  souls  of  men,  for  they  do  not  believe 
their  souls  were  ever  in  danger  of  being  lost  in  respect  to  their 
heavenly  bliss.  Their  liberstlity  in  this  direction  is  not  founded 
on  Christian  principle,  or  inspired  by  Christian  love  or  Christian 
zeal,  but  as  has  often  been  expressed  by  leading  men  among 
themselves,  it  is  mainly,  if  not  entirely,  to  oppose  the  orthodox. 
No !  no ! !  if  the  world  had  no  other  dependence  than  Universal- 
ism, for  its  enlightenment  and  moral  elevation,  it  would  soon  sink 
back  again  to  a  state  of  spiritual  ignorance  and  barbarism. 

Mr.  Austin  has  finally  ventured  upon  an  assertion  in  regard  to 
moral  death,  the  import  of  which  is,  that  it  embraces  moral  life ; 
that  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death.  The  way  in  which  this 
should  be  made  out,  would  indeed  be  a  logical  curiosity. 

Death  is  the  extinction  of  life,  of  whatever  kind  it  n^y  be,  and 
it  does  not  take  place  until  life  is  extinct.  Physical  death  is  the 
the  extinction  of  physical  life,  and  moral  death  is  the  extinction 
of  moral  life.  If  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death,  on  the  same 
principle,  there  must  be  natural  life  in  temporal  death.  If  this  be 
true,  St.  Paul  should  have  said,  ^^you  hath  he  quickened  who 
were  dead  (yet  not  so  dead  but  that  you  had  some  moral  life)  in 
trespasses  and  sins.'*  And  Ezekiel  should  have  said,  ^*  the  soul 
that  sinneth,  it  shall  die  f^  (a  death  which  embraces  a  portion  of 
life.)  And  who  knows,  but  the  general  resurrection  may  be  ef- 
fected, not  by  the  direct  exertion  of  divine  power,  but  by  the  re- 
cuperative energy  of  that  principle  or  element  of  life  which  exists 
in  death  itself,  and  which  will  then  exert  itself — re-act  upon 
death,  and  rescue  from  its  grasp  its  numerous  victims  ? 

Perhaps  the  gentleman  has  been  led  into  the  above  view  of 
moral  death,  by  his  definition  of  depravity,  or,  which  is  quite  as 
likely,  his  definition  of  depravity  has  been  invented  to  keep  hia 
other  absurdity  in  countenance.  He  makes  moral  death,  or  de- 
pravity, to  consist  of  *^  ignorance  and  sin.^'  Is  ignorance  an  tn- 
herent  element  of  depravity  ?  If  so,  it  will  follow  by  his  own 
showing,  that  death  is  eternal,  since  there  will  always  be  more 
— — ^^— ^^— ^^^^— ^■■^— ^"^       ^^.^»^— i»^— -»i^      II  — ^— .»      I        — ^— ^  I   ■  I       — ^— » 

*A  prominent  UniToraalist  in  Sprinfport,  not  long  since  dkclared  it  am  his  boliol 
that  the  Bible  was  not  a  blessing  to  the  heathen,  but  only  made  them  worse ;  and 
another  In  Groton,  denounced  all  mtssionarf  eflbrt,  and  declared  he  would  not  pay 
a  cent  to  sappori  the  gospal  may  where,  «tmi  by  UniTerMliala,  war*  it  not  to  ^ 
pose  the  orthodox. 
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or  less  of  ignorance  of  the  higher  subjects  of  divine  kxkowledge. 
But  we  deny  this  view  of  depravity.  To  be  depraved,  is  to  be 
wicked  3  but  it  is  not  wicked  to  be  ignorant,  unless  our  igno- 
rance 16  willful.  To  be  depraved  is  to  be  guilty,  but  we  are  not 
guilty  because  of  our  ignorance,  unless  we  *^  love  darkness  rath- 
er than  light,  because  our  deeds  are  evil.^* 

Ijrnorance  is  often  a  fruit  of  depravity,  but  it  is  not  depravity 
itself.  If  it  were,  then  the  turpitude  of  our  sin  would  depend  up- 
on the  amount  of  our  ignorance,  whereas,  the  very  reverse  is  tti^- 
case-God  holds  us  responsible  according  to  our  light,  and  notac* 
cording  to  our  darkness.  The  scriptures  every  where  place  the 
seat  ot  depravity  in  the  hearty  and  not  in  the  head,  **  The  heart 
is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately  wicked."  *'■  From 
the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,"  &c. 

Mr.  Austin  relates  the  case  of  a  woman  who  murdered  her 
child,  and  he  carries  the  idea  that  she  did  it  to  save  it  from  the 
supposed  consequences  of  sin  in  a  future  state.  Well,  suppose 
she  did  ;  thousands  have  murdered  their  infants  to  save  them  from 
the  consequences  of  sin  in  this  life,  without  any  reference  to  eter- 
nity, or  for  reasons  much  less  weighty.  But  my  friend  says  she 
was  insane.  This  is  very  likely,  since  there  are  few,  if  any,  who 
would  perform  such  an  act,  for  such  reasons,  in  their  rij^ht  mind. 
I  strongly  suspect,  however,  that  the  gentleman's  design  is  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  leads  to 
insanity.  If  this  were  so,  it  would  not  be  an  argument  against 
it,  because  there  are  very  many  things,  true  in  memselves,  and 
important  in  their  relations,  which  often  produce  insanity.  .  In- 
Banity  is  connected  with  a  great  variety  of  causes,  and  not  more 
with  religion  than  with  many  other  subjects.  My  friend  had  bet- 
ter pause  awhile  before  he  attempts  to  make  evangelical  religion 
responsible  for  all  the  cases  of  insanity.  This  is,  I  know,  a  fa- 
vorite trick  with  Universalists,  but  I  have  facts,  w^hich,  if  neces- 
sary to  use  them,  will  place  this  subject  in  its  proper  light. 

Mr.  Austin  farther  remarks  that  the  doctrine  of  probation  and 
retribution  go  together.  Very  true — I  have  made  no  effort  to 
separate  retribution  from  probation.  It  is  my  doctrine  that  the 
sinner  is  a  subject  of  retribution  during  the  whole  of  his  proba- 
tion ;  but  how  this  fact  is  to  be  turned  against  probation  itself,  ox 
a<rainst  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  is  to  me  a  mystery. 
Tiie  admission  (which  I  did  not  expect  from  Mr.  Austin,)  that 
the  present  is  a  state  of  probation,  though  connected  with  retri- 
bution, cannot  be  separated  from  the  conclusion  which  I  drew 
from  my  argument  on  probation,  viz  :  a  liability  to  come  out  of 
this  state  of  probation  without  the  requisite  qualifications  for  that 
higher  state  for  which  this  is  the  proper  trial.  And  understand, 
the  case  is  not  changed  in  it«  aspects  or  liabilities,  if  those  who 
issue  from  this  state  of  probation  without  the  required  prepara* 
tion  for  heaven  should  be  placed  upon  another,  or  upon  a  seriee 
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of  prolmtions  in  another  world.  If  they  may  pass  one  prohation 
without  reformation,  in  spile  of  the  moral  influence  of  that  retri- 
bution connected  with  it,  they  may  pass  another  and  another. 
As  retrili^ution  aud  probation  do  not  bring  sinners"  to  repentance, 
but  in  thousands  oi  instances  they  wax  worse  and  worse  under 
the  disciplinary  and  retributive  inflictions  of  God  in  this  world, 
any  extention  you  may  please  to  make  of  the  time  of  probation, 
can  furnish  no  sufficient  security  that  it  will  have  the  desired  ef- 
fect on  all.  Let  it  be  observed,  also,  if  probation  be  extended 
into  eternity,  so  must  retribution  be  extended,  and  the  gentleman 
must  take  future  punishment  as  a  consequence,  with  no  assurance 
that  it  will  ever  end.  If  the  eentleman  extends  his  probation  into 
another  world,  to  obtain  relief  for  those  who  are  incorrigible  here, 
I  call  on  him  to  furnish  the  grounds  of  his  expectation  or  confi- 
dence, that  the  end  will  be  more  surely  and  successfully  attained 
tiiere,  than  it  has  been  here. 

But  this  notion  of  a  series  of  probations,  or  an  extended  proba- 
tion, covering  an  indefinite  portion  of  the  future  existence  of  sin- 
ful men,  is  wholly  gratuitous  and  chimerical.  It  is  an  invention 
of  Universalism,  which  its  advocates  always  carry  with  them, 
but  constantly  conceal,  unless  pressed  into  a  comer,  and  obliged 
to  produce  it  to  meet  a  pressing  case  of  necessity.  I  utterly  deny 
that  it  has  any,  even  the  slightest  or  remotest  authority  from 
God*s  word,  and  I  challenge  tne  gentleman  for  any  proof  to  the 
contrary. 

I  have  said  that  the  present  is  a  state  of  retribution  as  well  as  pro- 
bation. But  understand  me,  I  do  not  admit  it  to  be  a  state  of  ;>^- 
fect  retribution.  Both  the  righteous  and  sinner  are  *'  recompensed 
in  the  earth  >"  but  what  we  see  of  it  here  is  hut  the  incipient  state 
td  that  retributive  administration,  the  perfect  results  of  which  will 
only  be  seen  at  the  end  of  human  probation.  Grod  gives  to  the 
righteous  the  first  fruits  of  his  glorious  inheritance,  and  to  the 
sinner  the  prelude  of  eternal  damnation,  as  an  indication  of  his 
final  doom,  in  case  he  is  incorrigible  in  his  sinful  course.  Bat 
the  completion  and  perfection  of  God^s  retributive  administration 
will  only  be  realizea,  when  the  decisions  of  the  last  day  shall  be 
given  and  executed  according  to  the  works  and  moral  character 
of  God^s  moral  subjects. — (Rom.  ii.  6-16.) 

Mr.  Austin  has  perverted  mv  argument  on  the  **  moral  turpi- 
tude of  sin."     I  did  not  derive  the  enormity  of  sin  from  the  char- 
acter of  the  sinner,  nor  did  I  argue  that  a  finite  being  can  commit 
an  infinite  act.    I  know  this  is  the  representation  given  of  the 
views  of  others  by  Universalists,  and  Mr.  Austin  would  be  glad 
to  have  it  so  in  the  present  case.    Myiirgument  was  based  upon 
the  nature  of  sin — the  design  of  sin—the  perfection  of  the  divine 
character — the  infinite  obligations  violated  by  the  sinner— and  the 
consequences  of  sin.    As  it  displaces  infinite  go^d^  it  is  in  its  na- 
ture and  consequences  an  infinite  evil.    HoUness  and  happiness 
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In  St  boundless  duration  is  an  infinite  fooiy  not  because  of  the  ca 
pabilit/  of  man,  but  because  it  is  designed  to  constitute  his  bliss 
forever.  Should  sin  remove  this  holiness,  it  would,  forThis  rea- 
son, be  an  infinite  evil,  and  not  because  a  finite  being  can  commit 
an  infinite  act.  A  thing  ma^  be  infinite  in  one  sense,  and  not  in- 
finite in  another — may  be  infinite  in  the  sense  of  being  endless^ 
though  not  infinite  in  any  other  sense.  Hence,  though  the  sinner 
cannot  commit  an  act  which  is  infinite  in  its  <mn  nature,  he  may- 
commit  an  act,  the  influence  of  which  is  infinite  in  the  sense  of 
being  endless.  And  as  there  are  many  sinners  committing  such 
acts,  and  refusing  contrition  and  reformation,  they  may  justly  be 
made  examples  to  the  universe  whose  infinite  interests  they  are 
injuring,  by  a  punishment  which  is  infinite,  in  the  sense  of  being 
endless. 

I  have  charged  upon  Universalism  the  enormous  impiety  of  de- 
grading the  sutferings  of  Christ  to  a  level  with  the  sufferings  of  a 
mere  man  in  ordinary  cases.  Mr.  Austin  does  not  dispute,  but 
admits  the  charge,  and  affirms  the  sufferings  of  Paul  and  others 
to  have  been  of  the  same  kind,  and  for  the  same  end,  with  the 
sufferings  of  Christ.  I  did  not  expect  the  gentleman  would  ad- 
mit this,  though  I  had  no  doubt  they  were  his  real  sentiments.  I 
hoj^e  I  shall  not  hereafter  be  complained  of,  as  doing  injustice  to 
Universalism,  in  representing  it  as  an  artful  and  seductive  form 
of  infidelity. 

Having  thus  far  cleared  my  way  through  the  cavils,  objections, 
and  negative  arguments  of  my  opponent,  and  successfully,  as  I 
believe,  maintained  all  the  points  in  my  main  argument,  I  will 
take  another  step  by  presenting  my  eleventh  proof,  founded  on  the 

COMMON  CONSENT  OF  MANKIND.  ( 

Mr.  Austin  has  once,  at  least,  during  our  debate,  appealed  to 
the  common  sense  of  men.  Now  I  propose  to  show  you,  that  the 
doctrine  of  future  and  endless  punishment  is  in  accordance  with 
the  common  sense  of  mankinu.  By  this,  I  mean  the  deductions 
of  common  reason  and  common  observation,  or  the  common  opin- 
ion of  mankind,  as  formed  by  the  exercise  of  the  common  under* 
standing,  upon  the  best  grounds  furnished  them  by  the  light  of 
reason  and  the  facts  of  nature.  The  light  of  reason  I  say — that 
very  reason  which  Mr.  Austin  has  made  the  scround  of  an  argu- 
gument  against  this  self  same  doctrine.  I  will  show  you  on  the 
contrary,  that  it  proves  the  doctrine  to  be  true.  For  while  the 
failure  of  reason  to  comprehend  a  doctrine,  does  not  prove  it  false, 
the  fact  that  reason  approves  a  doctrine,  or  the  grounds  on  which 
a  doctrine  rests,  is  certainly  a  very  strong  argument  in  its  favor. 
£ven  on  Mr.  Austin^s  principles  of  argumentation,  if  the  fact  that 
~  reason  contradicts  a  doctrine  proves  it  to  be  false,  then,,  certainly, 
reason  approving  a  doctrine,  proves  it  to  be  true.  And  what  else 
hare  the  neathen  world  had  to  guide  them  on  this  subject,  but 
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of  prolMdkms  in  another  world.  If  they  may  pass  one  prohation 
without  refonnation,  in  spite  of  the  moral  influence  of  tnat  retri- 
bution connected  with  it,  they  may  pass  another  and  another. 
As  retribution  and  probation  do  not  bring  sinners*  to  repentance, 
but  in  thousands  ot^ instances  they  wax  worse  and  worse  under 
the  disciplinary  and  retributire  inflictions  of  God  in  this  world, 
any  extentton  you  may  please  to  make  of  the  time  of  probation, 
can  furnish  no  sufllcient  security  that  it  will  hare  the  desired  ef- 
fect on  all.  Let  it  be  observed,  also,  if  probation  be  extended 
into  eternity,  so  must  retribution  be  extended,  and  the  gentleman 
must  take  uiture  punishment  as  a  consequence,  with  no  assurance 
that  it  will  ever  end.  If  the  gentleman  extends  his  probation  into 
another  world,  to  obtain  relief  for  those  who  are  incorrigible  here, 
I  call  on  him  to  furnish  the  grounds  of  his  expectation  or  confi- 
dence, that  the  end  will  be  more  surely  and  successfully  attained 
there,  than  it  has  been  here. 

But  this  notion  of  a  series  of  probations,  or  an  extended  proba- 
tion, covering  an  indefinite  portion  of  the  future  existence  of  sin- 
ful men,  is  wholly  gratuitous  and  chimerical.  It  is  an  invention 
of  Universalism,  which  its  advocates  always  carry  with  them, 
but  constantly  conceal,  unless  pressed  into  a  comer,  and  obliged 
to  produce  it  to  meet  a  pressing  case  of  necessity.  I  utterly  deny 
that  it  has  any,  even  the  slightest  or  remotest  authority  from 
God*s  word,  and  I  challenge  the  gentleman  for  any  ^pnx>f  to  the 
contrary. 

I  have  said  that  the  present  is  a  state  of  retribution  as  well  as  pro- 
bation. But  understand  me,  I  do  not  admit  it  to  be  a  state  of /i^r- 
f%ci  retribution.  Both  the  righteous  and  sinner  are  "  recompensed 
in  the  earth  >"  but  what  we  see  of  it  here  is  hut  the  incipient  state 
of  that  retributive  administration,  the  perfect  results  of  w^hich  will 
only  be  seen  at  the  end  of  human  probation.  God  gives  to  the 
rignteous  the  fir»i  fruits  of  his  glorious  inheritance,  and  to  the 
sinner  the  prelude  of  eternal  damnation,  as  an  indication  of  his 
final  doom,  in  case  he  is  incorrigible  in  his  sinful  course.  But 
the  completion  and  perfection  of  God^s  retributive  administration 
will  only  be  realized,  when  the  decisions  of  the  last  day  shall  be 
given  and  executed  according  to  the  works  and  moral  character 
of  God^s  moral  subjects. — (Rom.  ii.  6-16.) 

Mr.  Austin  has  perverted  my  argument  on  the  **  moral  turpi- 
tude of  sin."  I  did  not  derive  the  enormity  of  sin  from  the  char- 
acter of  the  sinner,  nor  did  I  argue  that  a  finite  being  can  commit 
an  infinite  act.  I  know  this  is  the  representation  given  of  the 
views  of  others  by  Universalists,  and  Mr.  Austin  would  be  glad 
to  have  it  so  in  the  present  case.  My  argument  was  based  upon 
the  nature  of  sin — the  design  of  sin — the  perfection  oi  the  divina 
character — the  infinite  obli^tions  violated  by  the  sinner — and  tho 
consequences  of  sin.  As  it  displaces  infinite  go%d^  it  is  in  its  na* 
ture  and  consequences  an  infinite  ev:l.    HoUness  and  happineaa 
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hi  %  boundless  duration  is  an  infinite  ^ood*  not  because  of  the  ca 
pabilit/  of  mani  but  because  it  is  designed  to  constitute  his  bliss 
forever.  Should  sin  remove  this  holiness,  it  vrould,  forHkis  rea- 
son^ be  an  infinite  evil,  and  not  because  a  finite  being  can  commit 
an  infinite  act.  A  thing  may  be  infinite  in  one  sense,  and  not  in- 
finite in  another — may  be  infinite  in  the  sense  of  being  endless^ 
though  not  infinite  in  any  other  sense.  Hence,  though  the  sinner 
cannot  commit  an  act  which  is  infinite  in  its  own  nature^  he  may 
commit  an  act,  the  influence  of  which  is  infinite  in  the  sense  of 
being  endless.  And  as  there  are  many  sinners  committing  such 
acts,  and  refusing  contrition  and  reformation,  they  may  justly  be 
made  examples  to  the  universe  whose  infinite  interests  they  are 
injuring,  by  a  punishment  which  is  infinite,  in  the  sense  of  being 
endless. 

I  have  charged  upon  Universalism  the  enormous  impiety  of  de- 
grading the  sutferings  of  Christ  to  a  level  with  the  sufferings  of  a 
mere  man  in  ordinary  cases.  Mr.  Austin  does  not  dispute,  but 
admits  the  charge,  and  affirms  the  sufferings  of  Paul  and  others 
to  have  been  of  the  same  kind,  and  for  the  same  end,  with  the 
sufferings  of  Christ.  I  did  not  expect  the  gentleman  would  ad- 
mit this,  though  I  had  no  doubt  they  were  his  real  sentiments.  I 
hoj^e  I  shall  not  hereafter  be  complained  of,  as  doing  injustice  to 
Universalism,  in  representing  it  as  an  artful  and  seductive  form 
of  infidelity. 

Having  thus  far  cleared  my  way  through  the  cavils,  objections, 
and  negative  arguments  of  my  opponent,  and  successfully,  as  I 
believe,  maintained  all  the  points  in  my  main  ar^ment,  I  will 
take  another  step  by  presenting  my  eleventh  proof,  founded  on  the 

COMMON  CONSENT  OP  MANKIND.  . 

Mr.  Austin  has  once,  at  least,  during  our  debate,  appealed  to 
the  common  sense  of  men.  Now  I  propose  to  show  you,  that  the 
doctrine  of  future  and  endless  punisnment  is  in  accordance  with 
the  common  sense  of  mankina.  By  this,  I  mean  the  deductions 
of  common  reason  and  common  observation,  or  the  common  opin- 
ion of  mankind,  as  formed  by  the  exercise  of  the  common  under- 
standing, ujpon  the  best  grounds  furnished  them  by  the  light  of 
reason  and  the  facts  of  nature.  The  light  of  reason  I  say — that 
very  reason  which  Mr.  Austin  has  made  the  scround  of  an  argu- 
gument  against  this  self  same  doctrine.  I  will  show  you  on  the 
contrary,  that  it  proves  the  doctrine  to  be  true.  For  while  the 
failure  of  reason  to  comprehend  a  doctrine,  does  not  prove  it  false, 
the  fact  that  reason  approves  a  doctrine,  or  the  grounds  on  which 
a  doctrine  rests,  is  certainly  a  very  strong  argument  in  its  favor. 
Even  on  Mr.  Austin^s  principles  of  argumentation,  if  the  fact  that 
reason  contradicts  a  doctrine  proves  it  to  be  false,  then*,  certainly, 
reason  approving  a  doctrine,  proves  it  to  be  true.  And  what  else 
ftare  the  neathen  world  had  to  guide  them  on  thie  subject,  but 
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reason,  Msociated  with  tike  yoke  of  conscience.    My  argument 
runs  as  follows : 

1.  AH  nations,  at  all  times,  have  embraced  the  doctrine  for 
which  I  contend,  as  true.  It  has  been  more  or  Less  corrupted  and 
obscured,  but  amid  all  the  appendages  and  absurdities  that  hare 
been  connected  with  it,  and  by  which  it  has  been  variously  mod* 
ified  at  difierent  times,  and  in  different  places,  tbe  doctrine  itself> 
of  future  retribution,  the  consequences  of  which  to  the  wicked 
would  he  endless,  has  stood  out  a  prominent  feature  of  their  my* 
tholffy.  It  was  taught  by  Homer,  vireil,  and  Horace — ^by  Socra* 
tes,  Plato,  Seneca,  and  other  philosonners,  and  generally,  not  to 
say  universally,  believed  by  the  people.  Indeed,  Mr.  Austin  has 
admitted  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  was  embraced 
by  the  heathen  world,  hence  I  need  not  employ  argument  to  prove 
it.  It  has  always  had  the  common  consent  of  mankind.  The 
Jews  have  always  helieved  it,  and  do  so  to  thepresent  day';  and 
it  has  had,  from  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles,  the  general 
voice  of  the  Christian  church.  But  in  this  argument  I  refer  more 
particularly  to  the  opinion  of  the  heathen  world,  as  they,  more 
than  any  others,  have  been  left  to  the  influence  of  the  li^ht  of 
nature  and  unassisted  reason,  in  the  preservation  of  this  and 
other  religious  truths. 

2.  In  the  second  place,  this  doctrine  has  always  existed  amongst 
unenlightened  nations  as  a  tradition^  not  as  an  Invention.  Mr. 
Austin  has  displayed  much  anxiety  and  considerable  effort,  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  doctrine  was  invented  by  philosophers  to 
control  the  vulgar.  But  there  is  really  no  truth  in  this  story,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  point  at  issue.  Ixiere  may  have  been  invent 
tions  of  circumstanccfl,  means  and  appliances,  but  as  to  the  doc- 
trine itself,  they  never  claimed  originality  in  regard  to  it,  and  the 
Btory  that  they  did,  it  itself  an  invention.  The  original  discovery 
of  their  religious  truths  was  never  claimed  by  any  class  of  hea- 
then, but  they  constantly  spoke  of  them  as  having  been  possessed 
by  their  ancestors,  and  derived  from  heaven  at  a  time  when  the 
gods  held  intercourse  with  men.  This  remark  will  hold  true  in 
regard  to  all  the  main  features  of  their  religious  systems. 

.  o.  As  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  has  always  existedi 
and  existed  as  a  tradition,  it  must  have  had  a  common  source,  £y* 
ery  general  tradition  must  have  had  a  common  source  or  begins 
ning.  There  aiTe  traditions  of  many  events^  scattered  amongst  un- 
civilized nations,  whioh»  though  variously  obscured,  nevertneles^ 
preserve  the  features  of  those  events  in  so  marked  a  mf^nner,  as 
clearly  to  identify  them  as  ihe  same  events  pricserved  bv  the  ree* 
ords  of  history.  And  «s  we  trace  these  traditions  back  to  thejir 
original  soome,  the  stream  through  which  they  have  been  tranis^ 
mitted  becomes  narrower  and  narrower  still,  until  it  teroun^Mipi 
immediate  connection  with  the  facts  whichgave it bird^.    fyii^ 
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tions  of  this  event  are  found  among  all  heathen  nations.  This, 
so  iar  as  the  evidence  of  tradition  can  extend,  proves  that  the 
present  inhabitants  of  the  world  are  descended  from  the  family  of 
Koah,  and  though  they  had  no  vrritten  record  of  the  important 
occurrences  above  referred  to,  yet  by  the  instrumentality  of  tra- 
dition, they  have  been  handed  down  from  generation  to  genera- 
tion, even  to  the  present  day.  In  these  traditions  Noah  is  called 
Ducalion.  Plutarch  mentions  the  Noahic  dove  being  sent  out  of 
the  ark,  and  returning  again,  as  an  intimation  to  Ducalion  that 
the  storm  had  not  yet  ceased.  *'  This  deluge,  (says  Josephus,) 
and  the  ark,  are  mentioned  by  all  who  have  written  barbaiic  histo* 
ries,  one  of  whom  is  Berosus,  the  Chaldean."  In  the  island  of  Cu- 
ba, the  people  are  said  to  have  a  tradition  that  the  earth  was  once 
destroyed  by  water — that  an  old  man  knowing  that  the  deluge 
was  approaching,  built  a  large  ship  and  went  into  it  with  a  great 
number  of  animals ;  and  that  he  sent  from  the  ship  a  crow,  which 
did  not  immediately  come  hack,  staying  to  feed  on  the  carcasses  of 
dead  animals,  but  afterwards  returned  with  a  green  branch  in  his 
mouth.  The  Chinese  have  a  similar  tradition — and  a  Ghrecian 
history  of  the  deluge,  preserved  by  Lucian,  states  that  "  on  ac- 
count of  the  wickedness  of  men,  the  earth  has  been  visited  with 
an  awful  calamity.  Suddenly  tfaie  earth  poured  forth  a  vast  quan^ 
tity  of  water,  the  rain  descended  in  torrents,  the  rivers  overflowed 
their  banks,  and  the  sea  rose  to  a  prodigious  height,  so  that  all 
things  became  water,  and  all  men  were  destroyed  except  Ducalion. 
He  alone,  for  the  sake  of  his  prudence  and  piety,  was  preserved,' 
together  with  his  sons,  by  entering  into  a  large  ark  wnich  they 
had  built."  Scarcely  less  remarkable  is  the  Hindoo  tradition. 
But  my  limited  time  will  not  allow  me  to  mention  the  numerous 
examples  of  a  similar  character,  collected  by  the  learned  diligence 
of  Bryant  and  Faber. 

Traditions  of  the  same  character  are  preserved  among  the  Egyp- 
tians, and  those  nations  bordering  on  Egypt,  respecting  the  over^ 
throw  of  the  host  of  Pharaoh,  and  passage  of  the  Red  Sea.  by  Mo- 
ses and  the  children  of  Israel,  who  are  described  as  having  been 
.'•  drawn  out  of  the  water." 

I  have  been  thus  particular  in  enumerating  examiiles,  that  the 
nature  and  grounds  of  my  argument  might  not  be  mistaken. 

As  surely  as  the  physical  appearance  of  the  earth's  surface — 
the  deep  gulfs — abrupt  precipices,  and  specimens  of  marine  pro- 
ductions found  out  of  their  appropriate  associations,  and  far  ele- 
vated above  the  surface  of  the  ocean,  point  to  some  mighty  action 
jot  water,  and  revolution  of  the  physical  world,  as  causes  aidequate 
tp  the  production  of  these  changes — ^with  the  same  cedrtainty  do 
the  traditions  referred  to,  which  are  found  existing  with  more  or 
l^ss  definiteness  among  all  nations,  point  to  some  g^eral  fact  or 
(|vent  from  which  they  all  sprung,  and  which  is  the  true  expo* 
nent  of  all  these  representations.  Titett  is  no  other  conyleat 
way  in  which  to  explain  and  account  ioi  \!)[i^Vc^i^>^^xA« 
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Now  fKiB  doctrine  of  the  tinal  unhappiness  of  those  who  Bpurn 
virtue  and  the  authority  of  the  gods,  exists  in  the  world  by  tom' 
mon  consent — and  it  exists  by  the  agency  •/  tradition.     Ask  them 
(the  heathen)  where  they  obtained  it,  and  they  will  refer  for  its 
origin  back  in  the  history  of  our  race,  to  a  period  of  much  ;:reater 
moral  purity  and  elevation  than  the  world  is  now  blessed  with — 
to,  a  time  denominated  the  "  Golden  A^e,"  when  uno^nded  by 
rebellion,  the  gods  made  their  communications  to  men,  and  pul^> 
lished  the  doctrines  of  religion.     In  this  we  have  another  illus- 
tration of  the  fact  that  every  general  tradition  must  have  a  com* 
mon  source.     It  is  not  at  all  probable — it  is  wholly  unreasonable 
to  suppose  all  unenlightened  nations  should  possess  a  tradition 
of  the  destruction  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  worid  by  a  flood,  if 
BO  event  answering  to  this  belief  bad  ever  occurred,  and  if  they 
had  no  sort  of  connection  with,  or  relation  to  the  event.     And 
the  same  is  true  of  the  general  tradition  which  preserved  the  re- 
membrance, and  the  most  important  facts  connected  with  the  pas- 
sage of  the  Red  sea  and  the  overthrow  of  the  Egyptians.      All  I 
ask  to  make  out  my  argument  is,  that  the  principles  involved  in 
these  traditions,  and  the  force  they  have  in  the  argument  for  the 
reality  of  the  events  to  which  they  refer,  may  be  applied  to  the 
subject  under  consideration.     Had  we  any  proof  that  the  doctrine 
of  endless  punishment  was  an  invention  in  one,  or  in  ttco  instan- 
eef,  (which  we  have  not.)  still  the  supposition  that  it  was  so  in 
every  case,  violates  all  consistency,  and  is  destitute  of  even  the 
'slightest  probability.     As  the  belief  of  it  is  universal,  so  far  as 
yet  discovered  by  researches  into  heathen  m}'tho]ogy,  it  must 
have  had  a  common  ori^n^  and  that  common   origin  resolves 
itself  into  the  original  revelations  of  God  to  the  Patriarchs.    Enoch 
**  walked  with  (Jod  three  hundred  years,'*  and  must  have  received 
communications  from  him,  for  he  prophesied,  saying,  "Behold  the 
Lord  Cometh  with  ten  thousand  of  his  saints,  to  execute  judgment 
upon  all,  and  to  convince  all  that  are  ungodly  among  them  of 
their  ungodly  deeds,  which  they  have  ungodly  committed,  and  of 
the  hard  speeches  which  ungodly  sinners  have  spoken  against 
him  y    This  prophecy,-  according  to  Jude,  refers  to  the  final  punish- 
ment of  those  ungodly  wretches  described  by  him — "  to  whom  is 
reserved  the  bladcness  cf  darkness  forever.*'* — (Jude  13-15.)     Me- 
thusaleh,  the  son  of  Enoch,  was  cotemporary  with  Noah,  hence, 
the  subjects  embraced  in  the  above  fearful  prediction,  must  have 
been  familiar  to  all  these  Patriarchs.     The  revelations  made  to 
Noah  and  other  Patriarchs,  must  have  embraced  information  rel^ 
ative  to  the  doctrines  of  a  ifuture  state,  which  by  them  was  com- 
municated to  their  posterity,  and  has  never  been  wholly  lostl 
In  this  way  the  doctrine  in  question  has  been  preserved,  and  is 
found  in  some  form  to  occupy  a  place  in  all  ancient  systems  of 
religion.    The  conclusioa  from  all  this  cannot  be  avoided.    This 
m  belief  respeedti^  th%  {wtxire  condition  of  the  impvonsi  ooii« 
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nects  itself  with  the  original  revelations  of  God  as  its  common 
origin,  and  what  comes  Irom  God  must  be  true  in  itseift  however 
corrupted  and  obscured  by  ignorance  and  superstition. 

Mr.  Austin  has,  in  various  ways,  as  you  well  know,  appealed 
to  the  sympathies  of  the  audience  to  help  him  out  with  his  conclu- 
sions. In  the  first  place,  he  made  his  addresses  directly  to  the 
sinful  and  rebellious  heart  of  man,  uuhumbled  and  unrenewed. 
It  is  a  self-evident  fact  that  every   sinner  is  unreconciled  to  the 

fovernment  of  God :  if  he  were  not,  he  would  not  be  a  sinner. 
Especially  is  the  sinner  opposed  to  that  part  of  the  divine  gov- 
ernment which  embraces  penal  inflictions.  To  make  the  decis- 
ions of  such  a  heart  the  ground  of  argument,  is  to  appeal  to  the 
rebel  against  the  government  to  which  he  stands  opposed,  and  in 
proof  of  the  injustice  of  the  punishment  he  has  incurred.  Pope 
says : 

"  No  rogae  ere  felt  the  halter  draw, 
With  gtjod  opinion  of  the  law." 

But  Pope  never  thought  of  making  this  fact  the  foundation  of  a 
conclusioQ  against  the  justice  of  the  law  itself,  a  thing,  however, 
which  Mr.  Austin  thinks  perfectly  admissible  as  it  stands  related 
to  the  government  and  law  of  God.  As  a  sort  of  appendage  to 
this  sympathetic  process,  my  friend  now  appeals  to  mothers,  fa- 
thers and  brothers.  He  asks  how  they  would  feel  to  look  down 
from  the  throne  of  glory  and  see  their  beloved  ones  in  misery ; 
and  then  he  goed  on  with  a  wonderful  display  of  declamation, 
embracing  the  most  hideous  descriptions  of  the  wailing  and 
ecreaming  of  the  damned,  to  give  the  desired  effect  to  his  ques- 
tion. I  have  already  spoken  of  this  vapid  course  in  befitting 
terms — as  not  merely  unworthy  a  place  in  a  discussion  like  this, 
but  as  really  insipid  and  contemptible.  But  as  the  gentleman  has 
];eturned  to  this  point  again,  allo>y  me  to  ask  a  question  or  two 
of  the  same  nature.  According  to  the  system  of  Universalism, 
as  exhibited  by  many  of  the  most  talented  of  the  fraternity,  some 
sinners  will  be  punished  in  the  future  world  for  an  indefinite  pe- 
riod, which  is  equivalent  to  eternity,  since  it  embraces  no  circum- 
stances which  ensure  a  termination.  Mr.  Winchester  has  ven- 
tured to  measure  the  duration  of  future  punishment,  but  he  does 
not  hope  for  its  termination  in  less  than  144,000  years,  with  the 
fires  of  perdition  increased  to  the  greatest  intensity.  And  Mr, 
Austin,  when  in  trouble  to  sustain  the  position  he  most  loves, 
(the  immediate  salvation  of  all  men  at  death,)  has  more  than  once 
shown  a  disposition  to  fall  back  upon  this  system  of  indefinite 
future  punishment.  What  encouragement  can  this  oSer  to  those 
who  are  inclined  to  be  Universalists  ?  You  see  from  this  that 
the  most  intelligent  Universalists  have  no  confidence  in  their  own 
'system.  If  they  had,  they  would  not  change  their  ground  so  oU 
ten.    And  aoWf  fathers,  nu>th6r8  and  brothers^  let  me  ai^ci— b£s<« 
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could  you  bear  to  look  from  the  throne  of  glorj,  and  see  your 
loved  ones  wailing  and  screaminff  in  the  flames  of  that  (indefi- 
nitely long)  future  punishment — which,  if  it  terminate  at  all,  may 
not  terminate  in  less  than  150,000  years  ?  Is  this  system  to  be 
put  in  competition  with  the  gospel  of  Christ,  which  offers  to  all 
«alTation  now?  Mothers,  wul  you  hand  your  infants  oyer  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  a  theory  which  subjects  them  to  sin  in  this  life 
against  their  irill:  and  without  a  Divine  Savior  or  the  benefits  of 
a  vicarious  atonement,  plunges  them  into  the  miseries  of  future 
woe,  to  get  out  as  best  they  may  ?  Fathers,  mothers  and  broth- 
ers, I  offer  you  a  better  doctrine.  If  you  will  now  repent,  you 
shall  have  the  assurance  of  present  pardon — if  you  will  now  be- 
lieve in  Christ  as  your  Savior,  with  a  loving,  obedient  faith,  you 
shall  have  the  witness  of  your  present  acceptance,  and  the  pledge 
of  everlasting  life. 

In  noticiDg  the  syllogisms  in  my  first  speech  on  this  question. 
Mr.  Austin  says  I  obtained  them  from  Luther  Lee.  In  this,  my 
friend  is  wholly  mistaken.  I  have  never  seen  any  such  syllo- 
gisms in  the  work  referred  to.  This,  to  be  sure,  is  a  matter  ol 
no  consequence,  only  as  it  shows  a  want  of  candor  in  the  state- 
ments of  my  opponent.  Those  syllogisms  are  really  unanswerable, 
and  the  manner  in  which  he  has  disposed  of  them,  is  a  virtual 
admission  of  this  fact. 

In  remarking  on  the  passage  from  Pro  v.  xxix.  1 — '*  He  thi^ 
being  often  reproved  &c.,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
'Without  remedy,**  Mr.  Austin  says  it  should  read,  ^'sKall  suddenly 
be  punished,  and  that  without  failure.**  But  why  take  out  the 
word  remedy  and  put  in  failure  i  Because  ii  stands  directly  in 
the  way  of  Univeraalism,  and  this  must  be  sustained,  whatever 
becomes  of  the  integrity  of  God*s  word.  Hence  this  d^iberate 
removal  of  an  important  word  which  stands  upon  the  authority 
of  God,  to  make  room  for  another  which  on/y  stands  upon  the  an* 
thority  of  Mr.  Austin.  This,  however,  is  perfectly  characteristic 
The  gentleman  also  remarks,  the  word  *' destroyed,*'  literaUy 
means  annihilation,  hence,  it  must  not  be  understood  literally  in 
this  qise.  We  may  grant  this,  without  the  least  relief  to  Mr. 
Austin.  Leaving  out  the  idea  of  annihUation,  and  retaining  the 
meaning  of  the  term  as  it  relates  to  the  wretk  of  hopes  and 
happiness,  the  passage  would  still  read — **  shall  suddenly  be 
destroyed,  and  that  without  remedy. — [  Time  expired* 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SCVSNTU  R£PLY  ] 

Qentlemen  Moderatore: — Mr.  Hdmesis  exceedingly  tronhlsd 
concerning  my  views  of  future  punishment.  He  has  harped  on 
this  string  from  the  commencement  of  our  debate,  uatik  the  sn- 
^ience  has  beoosM  wearied  of  its  drofiing-^-has  W4>rfced  ihiiaealf 
•IjBOst  into  spasaMK-iadalged  in  thieattniny  deauaciatioai,  andin 
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repeat«i]  misrepie8enUittoii»— and  ali  because  I  wiU  not  b^Ue  my 
owa  convictions,  and  utter  that  which  is  foolish  and  grouiidiess  on 
this  subject,  that  he  may  be  furnished  with  somtthing  from  which 
he  can  ooake  a  little  capital.  I  am  willing  to  do  every  thin^  for 
my  friend,  that  propriety  will  allow.  My  sympathy,  my  pity,  I 
freely  extend  to  one  in  the  unhappy  dilemma  in  which  he  is 
placed---standiBg  out  before  the  world  to  overthrow  the  doctrine 
of  Universal  repentence  and  salvation,  which  he  himself  and  all 
good  men  iowt,  and  to  build  up  the  doctrine  of  endless  sin  and  an- 
guish, which  he  and  all  the  pure  and  good,  bate  from  the  inmost  re- 
cesses of  their  souls.  Although  in  his  closine  speech  on  the  second 
question,  h^e  rejects  my  sympathy,  and  considers  my  pity  imuUing, 
after  having  once  thanked  me  for  it,*  yet  in  tbis  he  only  shows 
himself  the  more  to  be  pitied,  for  being  involved  in  so  unpleasant 
a  condition,  as  to  be  under  necessity  of  repelling  the  tender  of 
those  kind  regards,  which  I  entertain  for  one  in  Eis  sad  position. 
Still  all  these  considerations  should  not  move  me  from  the  open 
path  marked  out  for  me  in  this  discussion.  I  must  go  on  and  aovo- 
oite  the  truth  in  such  a  manner  as  God  directs  me. 

The  Elder  has  said  he  cares  not  what  my  individual  views  are 
— that  he  is  not  dealing  with  my  opinions,! — and  yet  is  continually 
complaining  that  I  do  not  give  my  individual  opinion  on  future 
punishment,  merely  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  to  "combat'* 
it.  Here  is  another  specimen  of  my  opponent's  consistency !  I 
liave  told  him  Universalism  neither  rejects  nor  adopts  the  doctrine 
x>f  future  punishment.  Without  paying  the  slightest  regard  to  this 
Jilatement,  which  every  man  knows  to  be  true,  be  insists  that  Uni- 
▼ersalism  does  reject  future  punishment.  He  says  there  is  nothing 
an  the  books  written  in  support  of  Universalism  more  clear 
than  this — and  then  quotes  a  sentence  from  one  Universalist  book.^ 
I  cannot  denominate  this  procedure  by  any  other  name,  than  a 
bare-faced  attempt  to  deceive  the  public.  Elder  Holmes  well 
knows  ^  there  are  many  Universalist  works,  b3r  authors  both 
living  and  dead,  in  which  future  punishment  is  advocated  as 
strongly  as  language  can  express  it !  I  repeat  the  fact,  that  Uni- 
Tersuism,  as  a  system  neither  adopts  nor  rejects  the  doctrine  of  fM- 
tore  punishment.  It  leaves  its  adherents  to  take  such  views  on 
this  subject,  as  seem  the  most  consistent  to  them.  Many  Univer- 
«ali8ts  are  believers  in  that  doctrine,  and  many  do  not  see  sufficient 
evidence  to  convince  Uiem  of  its  truth.  Thus,  there  are  npt  a  few 
Unlveraalists  who  agree  with  my  friend,  so  fieir  as  future  punish- 
ment is  concerned.  What  relevancy  then,  can  that  topic  have  to 
•a  question  on  endlen  punishment  ?  As  to  my  own  views — (which 
mccordiag  to  his  own  acknowledgment,  can  be  of  no  moment  in  the 
.^ — , .. ■  '     '  -■■ — ^ 
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lowed.  So  far  from  carrying  my  Fepresentatlons  of  endless  woe 
to  an  extreme,  I  have  only  failed  in  placing  it  in  a  light  sufficientJv 
strong.  No  language  can  express — no  imagination  can  conceive 
— ihe  awfulness  of  that  sentiment !  Midnight  is  the  blaze  of  noon 
day,  in  co:nparison  with  its  blackness  /  All  human  conceptions  of 
cruelty,  are  the  tender  breathings  of  love,  when  placed  in  contrast 
with  its  relentless  ferocity  ! !  It  is  beyond  my  power  to  represent 
this  doctrine  as  bad  as  it  stands  in  the  writings  of  its  own  advo- 
cates. I  am  not  astonished  that  Elder  Holmes  is  both  AFRAID 
and  ASHAMED  of  the  Heathen  Falsehood,  he  is  advocating.  If 
in  violation  of  his  own  good  sense,  and  belter  feelings — in  viola- 
tion of  Go  I's  holy  word — in  violation  of  public  sentiment  in  this 
enlightened  age — he  has  the  hardihood  to  come  forward  in  the  de- 
fence of  a  sentiment  so  utterly  in  opposition  to  everything  human 
and  divine,  he  shall  have  enough  of  it.  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  tear 
away  the  covering  he  has  thrown  over  it,  and  make  him  stand  di- 
rectly up  to  it,  face  to  face,  until  he  is  released  from  the  horrid 
juxtaposition,  by  the  close  of  the  debate. 

The  Elder  says  he  is  not  here  to  apologize  for  those  who  have 
preached  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  in  the  manner  of 
the  extracts  1  have  introduced.  let  me  tell  my  friend,  they  need 
no  apology.  Their  frankness  vindicates  them  from  any  suspicion 
of  insincerity.  They  were  true  and  honest  believers  in  eternal 
wretchedness.  They  preached  the  doctrine  out  plain,  straight  anj 
fair,  with  all  its  blasphemous  aspersions  on  the  character  of  God, 
and  in  all  its  demoniacal  viudictiveness.  They  made  no  half-way 
work  of  it  They  preached  as  honest  ^men  should,  and  described 
the  doctrine  as  they  believed  it  to  be.  In  this  they  put  to  shame 
the  cowardice  of  modern  champions  of  the  same  doctrine,  who 
shrink  back  from  a  manly  avowi.l  of  its  real  nature,  and  present  a 
white-washed  skeleton  in  its  stead  ! !  Whatever  my  friend  may 
think  of  the  extracts  I  have  quoted  from  his  anciewt  co-labcrers 
in  the  delightful  task  of  proclaiming  infinite  wrath,  he  is  respovsi- 
bit  for  them.  These  preachers  belonged  to  his  own  Evangelical 
school,  and  were  advocates  of  the  genuine  orthodoxy  which  it 
claims  to  possess.  Nor  can  he  complain  of  being  made  to  father 
t  leir  disgusting  teachings.  Has  he  not  sought  to  make  me  respon- 
sible for  every  sentiment,  thought  or  word,  he  could  gather  from 
the  writings  of  Universalists?  Has  he  not  repeatedly  called  me  to 
their  defence,  as  though  they  were  my  own  production  .'  He  can- 
not justly  find  fault  that  he  must  submit  to  the  operation  of  his 
own  rule.  By  its  decision,  I  charge  him  with  the  responsibility  of 
every  enormity  advanced  in  support  of  endless  misery  in  all  past 
ages,  and  call  upon  him  to  defend  them ! 

Although  my  opponent  declared  he  was  not  here  to  apologize 
for  Tertullian,  Eciwards,  and  others,  from  whose  writings  I  have 
introduced  extracts,  yet  in  a  few  moments  he  does  enter  upon  ati 
apology  in  their  behalf.    He  said  that  their  fiearU  were  good«  and 
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that  they  manifested  christian  affectioa  for  their  fellow-men.  I  have 
no  doubt  the  Creator  gave  them  good  hearts  originally,  and  that 
they  manifested  affection  for  those  who  bowed  to  their  decisions, 
and  received  their  notions.  But  did  thev  manifest  affection  for 
those  who  dissented  horn  their  views  ?  Did  Turtullian  show  af- 
fection for  the  heathen,  when  he  told  them  he  should  laugh  and 
rejoice  when  he  saw  them  blushing  and  liquefying  amid  the  flames 
of  hell  ?  Did  Calvin  manifest  affection  for  Servetus,  when  he 
caused  him  to  be  burned  to  death,  by  a  fire  of  ^reen  wood,  for  de- 
nying the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ?  I  have  no  doubt  the  hearts  of 
most  believers  in  endless  punishment  are  good,  much  better  at  least, 
than  that  sentiment.  But  it  seems  self-evident,  to  believe  and  re- 
alize, as  did  Edwards,  that  their  happiness  hereafter  is  to  he  aug- 
mented by  heholding  the  miseries  of  the  lost,  must  necessarily 
exercise  a  hardening  influence  upon  them  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  that  Edwards  and  others,  desigpied  hy  their 
extravagant  descriptions  of  the  miseries  of  the  lost,  to  frighten 
men  to  repentance !  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  of  it.  It  was  for 
the  same  reason  that  the  heathen  invented  that  doctrine,  as  their 
writers  inform  us.  Cicero  declares  the  heathen  invented  the  *^  in- 
fernal punishments  of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe 
in  this  life.'^  Strabo  informs  us  that  the  mythology  where  that 
doctrine  is  found,  '*  was  an  engine  which  the  Legislators  employed 
as  bugbears  to  strike  a  terror  into  the  childish  imagination  of  the 
multitude  !  r  This  sentiment  of  endless  woe  is  never  preached  by 
its  advocates  in  our  own  day,  except  for  the  same  exalted  purpose, 
to  strike  TERROR  into  the  minds  of  the  ignorant  multitude ! ! — so 
faithful  are  its  supporters  still  to  devote  the  doctrine  to  the  use  for 
which  it  was  originally  invented !  1 

Elder  Holmes  made  an  efibrt  to  overthrow  my  ninth  Negative 
Argument,  that  Endless  Punishment  destroys  the  Parental  Char- 
acter of  God.  But  his  reply  was  singularly  futile,  consisting  as  it 
mostly  did,  of  a-ssertions  repeatedly  made  before,  and  as  often  re- 
futed. He  insists  that  God's  parental  character  is  subordinate  to 
his  character  as  a  Ruler.  This  position  I  have  already  consid- 
ered.* I  maintain  that  the  judicial  character  of  God  is  swordinate 
to  his  ^rental.  Here  my  friend  and  I  differ  on  a  matter  of  fact. 
I  submit  the  question  to  the  decision  of  the  New  Testament.  It  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  the  Deity  would  be  addressed  more  fre- 
quently in  his  superior  character,  than  his  subordinate.  By  what 
name  did  Jesus  call  upon  him  in  his  prayers .'  Did  he  say — *'  My 
Ruler,  My  Judge  ?'*  No ;  his  language  was — "  My  Father  !"  Did 
he  instruct  men  to  say  in  their  supplications — *•  Our  King — our 
Sovereign  ?  *  No ;  his  direction  was  to  say — '*  Our  Father  P^  Look 
throughout  the  New  Testament  and  you  will  be  surprised  to  see 
how  much  more  frequently  Jehovah  is  represented  in  the  light  of 
^,».— »-^— ^"^^■^"~~"^"^— ^~."— ^^■~"^~— ^*~"~^^~~~^-"-"~'^~~^— ~~~"""^'"^"-^""^^"— "~— ~^^~— '"^-^■^"^~— ."^^«» 
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a  Father,  tban  that  of  King  or  Judg«.  This  is  preeninvHTe  evi- 
dence of  the  strongest  description,  that  the  writers  of  the  Gospel 
riewed  God's  parental  character  as  far  superior  to  any  other  rela- 
tion he  holds  to  man  ? 

My  friend  declares  my  views  of  Grod's  fatherly  nature,  are  of  a 
grovelling  description.  Who  can  but  admire  the  elevation  of  the 
standard  by  which  he  judges.  To  insist  that  Deity  is  precisely 
what  he  is  represented  to  be,  throughout  the  Dirine  Record,  the 
affectionate  Father  of  the  race  of  humanity — to  contend  that  he 
watches  over  the  afiairs  of  men  with  the  most  tender  solicitude  for 
the  good  of  all — that  even  in  his  punishments  of  the  disobedient, 
he  is  moved  by  a  desire  to  benefit  them,  by  bringing  them  back  to 
the  ways  of  truth  and  happiness — this  is  all  very  grovelling  iu  the 
sight  of  my  opponent,  it  follows  of  course,  that  he  riews  the 
teachings  of  Uhrist  and  the  Apostles,  which  are  of  the  same  de- 
scription, as  also  exceedingly  grovelling.*  But  to  deny  the  teach- 
ings of  the  Bible,  that  God  is  the  Father  of  all  men — to  maintain 
that  he  is  not  interested  in  the  welfare  of  all — that  he  does  not 
seek  to  promote  the  good  of  all,  in  his  chastisements,  and  all  his 
dealings  with  them — is,  in  the  estimation  of  Elder  Holmes,  taking 
an  elevated,  dignified  and  attractive  view  of  God  ! ! 

He  insists  that  Jehovah  was  as  perfect  bef(fre  man's  creation,  as 
he  is  now.  Granted.  But  is  this  any  reason  Why  he  should  cre- 
ate man  perfect  at  once,  rather  than  to  form  him  with  a  design  of 
bringing  him  to  perfection  by  a  well  regulated  system  of  progres- 
sion .'  God  is  as  perfect  when  the  seed  is  deposited  in  the  earth,  as 
he  is  afterwards.  Is  it  proper  to  reason  from  this  fact,  that  the 
wheat  shall  spring  instant4y  from  the  ground,  ready  for  the  sickle, 
instead  of  slowly  advancing  to  maturity  ?  To  behold  the  perfec- 
tions of  Deity  manifested  m  the  creation  of  the  human  race,  we 
should  not  confine  our  observation  exclusively  to  man's  condition 
in  this  life.  Our  vision  should  be  enlarged  to  take  in  the  whole 
scope  of  his  purpose,  by  which  we  shall  see  that  it  ineluded  tiie  en- 
tire perfection  of  the  family  of  man,  at  which  lie  designed  they 
should  arrive  by  a  wisely  adopted  career,  from  a  condition  of  erode 
immaturity. 

My  friend  attempfs  to  be  very  severe  on  my  views  of  the  Pa- 
ternity of  God.  He  ridicules  the  idea  that  Paternity  is  an  Attri' 
bute  of  the  Deity.  It  would  be  a  sufficient  reply  to  this,  to  state 
that  I  have  not  said,  anywhere  in  this  debate,  that  Paternity  was 
an  attribute.  I  have  laid  no  stress  on  the  fact  that  Paternity  is 
one  of  the  attributes  of  the  Most  High.  My  argument  was  that 
God  is  the  Father  of  all  men.  Instead  of  carping  on  expressions  I 
have  never  used,  why  does  not  the  £lder  attend  to  the  positions  I 
have  taken  in  regard  to  the  paternal  relationship  existing  between  the 
Creator  and  his  creatures.  There  are  considerations  advanced  there 
worthy  of  hia  serious  attention.  But  he  passes  them  by  in  total 
mlence ;  thus,  virtually  acknowledging  that  they  tta^sai  ^  6ver- 
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tamed.  He  talks  of  my  making  the  Paternity  of  God  orerride  all 
the  other  attributes.  What  folly  to  indulge  in  such  expressions, 
when  every  hearer  knows  they  are  wholly  groundless.  I  have 
taken  no  such  view  of  6od*s  paternity.  I  have  simply  said  that 
high  above  all  the  glorious  characteristics  which  distinguish  Jeho- 
vah, stands  his  Pa/«rniVy.  The, New  Testament  ilself  gives  it 
this  prominence.  He  who  cannot  acknowledge  this,  has  either 
never  read  his  Bible,  or  is  deliberately  seeking  to  mislead  the  pub- 
lic mind.  Although  I  have  not  claimed  Paternity  as  an  attribute 
of  God,  yet  I  am  surprised  that  Elder  Holmes  should  deny  it.  Let 
him  ask  the  next  school-boy  he  meets,  and  he  will  be  taught 
by  the  urchin,  that  the  word  **  Attribute,"  signifies  any  quality, 
property,  characteristic,  or  power  possessed  or  attributed  to  a  be- 
ing. Paternity  is  as  much  an  attribute  as  wisdom.  I  regret  my 
opponent  is  continually  exposing  his  ignorance,  even  of  the  most 
common  rules  of  philology.  While  putting  on  pompous  airs  of 
8cholarship,{he  seems  actually  in  need  of  instruction  in  tne  rudiments 
of  common  knowledge.  I  really  trust  he  will  not  expose  himself 
so  rashly  hereafter.  It  destroys  the  dignity  of  our  debate,  and  I 
am  apprehensive  will  lead  the  public  to  imagine  I  have  consented 
to  measure  swords  with  a  mere  tyro,  instead  of  a  Methodist  '*  Mas-* 
ter  of  Arts." 

The  Elder  maintains  that  if  God  is  the  Father  or  all  men,  he 
ought  to  save  them  now.     He  insists  moreover,  that  that  which 
fails  of  saving  mankind  in  this  world,  may  fail  of  saving  them 
hereafter.    How  original  and  refreshing  is  this  argument  which 
has  been  introduced  and  answered  in  this  debate  time  and  again. 
On  what  principle  does  he  attempt  to  assert  that  God  ought  to  save 
men  now,  if  he  is  their  Parent  ?    Is  not  Deity  a  better  judge  on 
this  point,  than  a  Presiding  Elder  ?  A  wealthy  man  is  as  much  the  fa- 
ther of  his  son  at  ten  years  of  age,  as  he  ever  will  be.  Is  this  a  suffi- 
cient reason  that  he  should  put  into  the  possession  of  the  child  at 
that  age,  all  the  property  he  designs  ever  to  bestow  upon  him  ? 
The  Father  of  ail  is  best  prepared  to  judge  of  the  times  and  sea- 
sons for  bestowing  his  gifts  on  his  creatures.    As  to  the  assertion 
that  because  God*s  grace  does  not  save  men  now,  it  may  never  be 
able  to  do  po.  the  position  is  as  fatal  to  my  opponent  as  any  other 
being  on  earth.    The  grace  of  God  does  not  save  him  now,  hence, 
according  to  his  own  showing,  it  may  never  save  him.    The  El- 
der*s  terms  are  exceedingly  sophistical.    The  fact  that  men  are  not 
saved  now,  is  not  to  be  attributed  to  any  failure  in  God  to  save  them. 
He  has  made  no  attempt  to  save  them  here — i.  e.  to  elevate  them 
to  the  pinTiacle  of  perfection  and  happiness  while  in  this  world  I 
They  are  not  thus  saved  now,  because  this  is  not  the  life  in  which 
Jehovah  designs  to  accomplish  such  a  work  I  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  returns  again  to  the  subject  of  moral  dioth.  He  in- 
^aires,  as  if  th«  topic  had  for  the  first  time,  just  gained  hit  aUen- 
tion,  how  it  ia  that  there  can  he  moral  life  in  the  midat  of  monl 
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death  ?  This  is  tantamouat  to  asking,  how  a  man  that  has  fallen 
iato  sin  can  possibly  reform.  Moral  death  m  not  an  extinction  of  be- 
ing, neither  is  it  annihilation  of  the  moral  powers.  These  pow- 
ers are  in  a  dormant  state,  while  the  animal  passions  are  in  the  as- 
cendency. But  under  proper  influences,  the  moral  powers  are 
quickened  into  activity — ^ain  that  influence,  and  that  controIIiDg 
power,  for  which  they  were  designed — and  lo  !  he  that  was  deaa 
in  trespasses  and  sins,  is  alive  in  virtue  and  righteousness.  As  I 
have  already  noticed  this  subject  in  a  somewhat  extended  form,  in 
my  fourth  and  sizth  replies,  it  cannot  be  necessary  for  me  to  go 
over  tbe  ground  a^in.* 

In  reference  to  the  case  of  the  insane  woman  who  drowned  her 
children  to  secure  their  salvation,  my  opponent  says  if  I  intend 
to  represent  that  his  views  lead  to  insanity  and  suicide,  he  wants 
me  to  panse!\  I  would  inform  Mr.  Holmes  that  I  cannot  **  pause^ 
at  th'S  point.  It  is  a  subject  to  which  I  have  eiven  not  a  little  in- 
vestigation. And  I  now  deliberately  charge  his  doctrine  of  End- 
less Punishment  with  leading  directly  to  insanity  and  suicide/  The 
records  of  our  Lunatic  Asylums,  afford  a  raelancholly  proof  of  tbe 
truth  of  ray  charge.  In  the  Eleventh  Annual  Report  of  the  Mas- 
sachusetts State  Lunatic  Asylum,  written  by  Dr.  Woodward,  the 
Superintendent,  there  is  a  statistical  table  of  the  number  of  patients 
in  that  institution,  made  insane  by  diilerent  causes.  It  appears  by 
this  table,  that  intemperance  is  usually  the  most  ordinary  cause  of 
insanity.  But  what  may  surprise  my  opponent  and  others,  the 
next  most  prolific  source  of  insanity,  is  Keligious  Ejcitement! 
During  the  ten  years  from  1833  to  1843,  there  were  generally  more 
made  msane  by  intemperance  than  by  religion.  In  the  last  named 
year,  however,  there  were  more  than  double  the  number  driven  to 
insanity  by  religious  excitement,  than  by  intemperance.  While  of 
the  whole  number  of  patients,  six  and  one-fourth  per  cent  became 
insane  through  intemperance,  twelve  and  three -fourth  per  cent, 
were  insane  in  conser^uence  of  religious  excitement.  In  the  same 
Report  there  is  a  iahU  showing  the  causes  of  insanity  in  ten  differ- 
eut  Asylums  in  the  United  Slates.  In  several  of  these,  religiouB 
excitement  was  more  fruitful  of  insanity  than  intemperance.  For 
instance,  in  the  Hartford  Asylum,  Conn,  in  1836,  there  were  103 
insane  from  intemperance,  and  110  from  religion.  In  the  Ohio 
Asylum,  intemperance  32 — religion  54.  The  filoomingdale  Asv- 
1am,  (near  New-York  city,)  intemperance  19 — religion  14.  In  the 
tea  Asylums,  of  the  whole  number  of  patients,  374  were  made  in^ 

^^  ■^■■■»l  -a  ■—  ^^^t^mm  ■  ■  .^W— ^M        ■    ■        ■■*    ■         ^m    »MW— ■  MB.         IMI  ■■■■         —       MM  ^»l   l^^PM^I— — — i^ 

'  B—  p.  608,  671. 

t  If  the  reader  fkili  to  find  in  either  of  Mr.  Holmec'  printed  speeches,  any  pnrtica* 
Inr  phraseology,  to  which  I  refer  with  emphncis,  I  desire  it  nndestood  tiwt  tbcword 
or  words,  were  used  hy  him  in  the  debate,  but  changed  ev  oonMad  inptipariig  it 
for  tkt  prcM,  ;  ♦  '     t;  .     - ' 
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sane  by  religious  excitement.  Let  it  be  understood,  that  by  *•  re- 
ligious excitement,"  is  meant  insanity  produced  by  preaching  the 
doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment !  Keligious  insanity  was  never 
produced  by  any  other  sentiment.  I  trust  my  friend  is  satisfied 
that  I  have  made  good  my  charge. 

In  regard  to  the  suicides  caused  by  the  Fame  doctrine,  the  evi- 
dence 18  as  Tangible  and  convincing  as  that  respecting  insanity. 
Scores  in  our  land  have  destroyed  their  ovm  lives  from  this  cause. 
No  facts  are  better  corroborated  than  these.  But  I  cannot  here  in- 
troduce the  evidence.* 

My  friend  contends  that  if  there  is  probation  in  another  world, 
there  must  be  retribution  there.  If  men  sin  in  the  future  existence 
.  — or  if  any  sins  committed  in  this  life,  do  not  here  receive  an  ade- 
quate punishment — it  follows  of  course,  that  there  will  be  punish- 
ment in  that  existence.  It  will  not  however,  be  a  gross  infliction 
of  torture,  with  no  gocd  in  view ;  but  a  wise,  salutar}',  instructive 
and  elevating  discipJine— which  will  give  its  subjects  a  proper  un- 
derstanding of  the  odiousness  of  sin,  the  value  and  lovelines  of 
righteousness,  and  thus  lead  to  the  highest  degree  of  holiness  and 
bliss ! 

Elder  Holmes  asserts  that  if  holiness  be  an  infinite  good,  then 
sin  must  be  an  infinite  evil.  I  must  be  allowed  to  express  my  sur- 
prise at  such  a  declaration,  from  one  who  makes  high  pretensions 
to  logic,  and  who  flourishes  his  pedantic  syllogisms  around  the  ears 
of  the  audience  until  they  are  nearly  bewildered  in  their  mystic 
depths.  In  this  instance  he  brings  the  magnitude  of  roan's  quali- 
ties on  a  par  with  the  qualities  of  Jehovah.  Because  holiness  in 
God  is  infinite,  therefore  sin  in  man  is  infinite !  !  How  profound 
this  reasoning  I  Why  is  holiness  in  God,  infinite?  Because  God 
is  himstrlf  intinite,  and  all  his  qualities  partake  of  his  infinity.  If 
Deity  could  commit  sin,  that  sin  would  be  an  infinite  evil.'  But 
in  no  other  case  can  sin  be  infinite.  When  committed  by  man  it 
must  be  finite.     The  eflfect  cannot  exceed  the  cause. 

My  friend  ^ays  a  thing  Uiay  be  infinite  in  duration  and  not  in 
magnitude.  This  is  very  true.  But  how  does  it  strengthen  his 
cause  ?  To  .say  that  any  sinful  act  which  man  commits,  can  bs 
infinite  or  endless  in  duration,  or  that  endless  consequences  can 
flow  from  it,  is  to  make  the  effect  exceed  the  cause.  The  river  may 
send  its  rapid  stream  far  into  the  ocean  ;  but  ere  long  it  becomes 
lost  in  the  vast  contiguity  of  waters,  and  amid  the  thousand  coun- 
ter-currents, which  it  meet8  on  every  hand.  So  the  consequences 
of  a  sinful  action  may  be  f«U  for  a  long  period  of  time.  But  in  the 

'  *  Dr.  Drigbam,  Supeiitttendcnt  of  the  New-York  State  Lnoatic  Asylum,  in  his 
woik  entitled  '' Influence  of  Religion  on  Ilealth,"  gives  many  facta  sustaining  this 
position.  He  s'»ys — *♦  1  have  the  porticulars  of  about  ninety  cases  of  suicide  from 
religions  inelancnoly,  which  hare  occorred  in  six  of  the  Northern  Btatca."— p.  2S0. 
Thia  ^  reunions  mel«nch«ly."  -«-«»  canted  by  tha  preaching  of  Endleaa  lilia«it« 
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broad  current  of  Goi's  Providence,  in  the  vast  ocean  of  his  Per- 
fections, these  rills  flowing  from  haman  deeds,  will  in  due  time,  be 
swallowed  up  forever.  That  Deity  can  counteract  and  wholly  de- 
stroy t*ie  consequences  of  man*6  sinful  action^ — yea  that  he  can  even 
make  them  become  the  sources  of  ^reat  blessings,  no  chrisiian  can 
doubt.  Having  this  prerogative,  this  power,  why  should  he  not  ex- 
ercise it  ?  Why  should  he  allow  dark  streams  of  sin  lo  run  throug:h 
the  bright  realmsof  his  moial  universe  forever,  when  he  has  the  pow- 
er to  dry  them  up,  or  to  purify  their  entire  current  ?  That  he  pos- 
sesses this  power,  and  that  he  docs  exercise  it,  we  have  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  of  Joseph  and  his  brethren,  the  crucifixion  of  the 
Savior,  and  many  other  instances  recorded  in  the  Bible.  We  con- 
tend that  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  prerogative,  he  will  counter- 
act and  over-rule  in  due  time,  the  consequences  of  all  sin. 

If  the  declaration  that  a  thing  may  be  infinite  in  duration,  and 
not  in  magnitude^  is  applied  to  punishment,  it  fails  to  establish 
its  endlessness.  Any  acgree  of  pain  of  sufficient  intensity  to 
amount  to  punishment — i.  e.  sufficient  to  give  serious  misery — 
continued  forever,  would  at  length  sum  up  to  an  aggregate  of 
wretchedness,  infinitely  over-balancing  the  sins  any  one  man  can 
possibly  commit  in  three  scoie  years  and  ten — ^yea,  would  out- 
weigh all  the  sin  committed  by  all  men,  from  the  creation  of  our 
earth,  to  the  final  winding  up  of  its  great  drama.  The  plainest 
promptings  of  Justice,  would  peremptorily  forbid  an  infliction  of 
pain  of  an  endless  duration,  however  small  its  amount. 

In  referring  once  more  to  his  doctrine  of  Atonement,  Elder 
Holmes  has  fallen  into  another  misrepresentation  of  my  views. 
He  says  that  according  to  my  theory,  the  sufferings  which  St. 
Paul  endured,  had  the  same  merit  as  Christ*s  sufferings.  This  is 
not  my  position.  The  sufferings  of  Christ  exceed  vastly  in  merit, 
those  endured  by  Paul,  or  any  other  man.  He  was  a  divine  be- 
ing— pure,  spotless,  conrpassionate  and  loving.  He  suffered  vol- 
untarily for  tne  world.  Paul  was  human,  erring,  imperfect  in  his 
own  nature.  My  ground  is,  that  the  Apostle^s  sufTerinje^s  were 
endured  for  a  similar  purpose,  that  the  Redeemer  bore  his  inflic- 
tions— that  is,  to  manifest  devotion  to  the  cause  of  truth,  and  to 
confer  benefit  on  others.  The  view  I  take  of  this  subject,  is 
based  on  the  following  passage  of  scripture,  among  many  others 
that  might  be  quoted. — "  Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of  God, 
[more  properly  of  Christ,]  because  he  laid  down  his  life  for  us  ; 
and  we  ought  to  lay  down  our  lives  for  the  brethren.** — (1  John 
iii.  16.) 

The  eleventh  argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  on  the  af- 
firmative of  this  question,  is  that  Endless  Wretchedness  is  sup- 
ported by  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  by  which  he  says  he 
means  the  common  opinion  of  mankind.  It  is  not  worth  while  to 
spend  , much  time  in  noticing  the  phraseology  of  this  argiiineiit* 
be  peimitt^  to  say»  that  common  sense  tind  common  opinion 
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are  often  quite  different,  and  very  far  apart.    Many  tilings  which 
arc  upheld  by  common  opinion,  do  great  riolencs  to   common 
sense.     The  worship  of  iJoIs  receives  the  sanction  of  common 
opinion  throurjhout  heathen  land?,  but  does  not  common  sense  re- 
ject it  ?     Nothin*  can  conflict  more  directly  with  common  sense, 
than  the  doctrine  of  the   Trinity.     But  it  ip  sanctioned  by  com- 
mon opinion  throughout  the  ranks  of  partialism.     I  trust  my  friend 
\rilj  par  Jon  me  for  sayin;^,  that  the  argument  now  under  consider- 
ation, is  the  wsakcst  I  have  ever  heard  offered  in  defence  of  end- 
less punishTient.     Ft  is  predicated  on  the  childish  assumption, 
that  numbers  of  believers  decide  th3  truth  of  doctrines.     I  ask  the 
au  iience  to  follow  out  thit*  argument  lep^itimately.     Where  will  it 
lead  us  ?    To  act  on  its  princip'e^.  all  Episcopalians  should  be- 
come Presbyterians— the  Presbyterians  should  turn  Methodists — 
the    Methodists  shoull    join    the    Bajtists— and  all    Protestant 
sects  should  immediately  become  Catholics.     For  each  of  these 
sects  increase  in  their  numbers  in  the  order  they  are  named.     In 
fact,  to  follow  my  frie  id's  crIt3rion,  all  Christendom  should  aban- 
don the  doctrines  of  Jenus,  and  go  over  to  Paganism  in  a  body  ; 
for  the  adherents  of  heathen  religion,  fir  out-number  all  the  rest 
of  the  world ;  and  accoidingto  the  rule  he  lays  down,  heathenism 
must  inculcate  the  only  true  doctrines  among  men.     What  do  you 
think  of  the  Elder's  arorument?     Suppose  a  doctrine  is  believed 
by  but  a  few,  what  evidence  can  tha*  be  of  its  falsity  .^    There 
was  a  time  when  Christianity  itself  was  believed  only  by  the  Man 
of  Naxareth,  an  I  his  twelve  humble  followers,  while  the  entire 
•*  common  opinion"  of  mankind  was  against  it.     Was  that  suffici- 
ent reason  for  the  Jews  to  disbelieve  and  reject  its  divine  doc- 
trines ?     If  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  had  only  been  as  shrewd 
as  my  opponent,  what  an  ovcrwhelminfl:  argument  they  could 
have  wielded  against  the  gosp-;l  of  Christ !!     In  one  word,  *•  com- 
mon sense'*  declares  that  numbers  or  age  cannot  be  a  test  of  the 
truth  of  doclr'nes. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  endless  punishment  has  been  believed 
among  the  heathen,  from  the  earliest  ages.  What  then  ?  So  has 
idol- worship — so  has  the  doctrine  of  a  plurality  of  gods — so  has 
the  belief  in  a  hell  of  literal  fire  and  brimstone.  But  my  friend 
will  not  contend  these  sentiments  are  any  the  more  true  on  that 
kccount.  H;i  defies  me  to  prove  that  the  idea  of  endless  woe 
was  invented.  I  have  already  proved  beyond  the  slightest  doubt, 
by  the  language  of  heathen  writers,  that  that  doctrine  was  an  tn- 
aenUon,  got  up  in  their  own  midst.  For  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Elder,  allow  me  to  introduce  the  testimony  again.  Cicero,  the  re- 
nowned or.itor  and  scholar  of  Rome,  8.a5*s,  in  his  sixth  oration — 
"It  was  on. this  account  that  the  ancients  INVENTED  their  in- 
fernal punishments  of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe 
in  this  life  !'^  The  Eider  says  that  Endless  Punishment  is  a  (ra- 
Rition,    That  is  true !    And  I  will  add,  it  la  tM)t&4tig  ^  a.  VraAJtr 
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thn  I  He  informs  ns  that  all  tradition  can  be  (raced  back  to  8<Hne 
common  source.  True  again.  What  is  ihe  source  of  this  tra- 
dition ?  Was  it  revealed  to  the  heathen  from  God  ?  I  deny  the 
assertion.  There  is  no  more  evidence  that  he  revealed  that  doc- 
trine to  them,  than  that  he  revealed  any  other  of  the  absurd  religious 
notions  prevailing  among  Pagan  nations.  The  doctrine  of  eternal 
misery  was  never  revealed  by  the  Deity  to  the  Hebrews.  There 
is  no  biblical  scholar  of  any  note  in  our  day,  who  claims  to  find 
any  such  doctrine  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament.  Can  it  consist- 
ently be  supposed  that  God  would  reveal  such  doctrine  to  the 
heathen,  anci  withhold  it  from  his  ancient  people,  to  whom  wer« 
delivered  the  '*  oracles  of  truth  ?"  The  tradition  of  endless  tor- 
ments has  already  been  traced  to  its  common  source  in  heathen- 
ism, in  my  third  reply  on  this  question.  I  showed  that  the  idea 
was  first  suggested  amon^  an  ignorant  and  superstitious  people, 
by  the  custom  of  depositing  the  bodies  of  the  dead,  in  deep  and 
dark  caverns  and  sepulchres.*  ^ 

My  friend  doubts  whether  Sir  Isaac  Newton  was  a  believer  in 
the  salvation  of  all  men.  That  he  departed  far  from  those  views 
which  are  denominated  ^^  evangelical,^*  there  can  not  be  a  doubt 
among  those  who  have  read  bis  theological  writings.  Bishop 
Hor^ely,  the  editor  of  Newton's  works,  is  charged  with  suppres- 
ing  some  of  his  manuscripts,  which  would  undoubtedly  have 
thrown  more  light  upon  his  religious  views.  But  that  the  great 
philosopher  rejected  the  doctrine  of  tlie  endless  perpetuity  of  mis- 
ery, is  true  beyond  a  doubt.f  Rev.  Wm.  Whiston,  known 
throughout  the  world,  as  the  translator  of  the  works  of  Josephus, 
who  was  an  intimate  friend  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  his  assistant 
while  Professor  of  Mathematics  in  Cambridge  University,  and 
successor  to  Sir  Isaac  in  that  Professorship,  and  who  had  the  best 
opportunity  of  knowing  his  real  religious  opinions,  declares  that 
Newton's  views  were  precisely  the  same  as  his,  on  the  subject  of 
Endless  Punishment.  And  it  is  well  known  that  Whiston  deci- 
dedly rejected  that  doctrine,  and  published  several  works  against 
it.  The  Elder  asserts  that  Newton  was  greatly  offended  with 
Whiston  for  representing  him  as  an  Arian,  This  may  be.  It  is 
very  possible  he  was  not  an  Arian,  and  yet  was  a  believer  in  the 
salvation  of  all  mankind.  It  was  not  uncommon  for  Trinitari- 
ans to  be  Universalists  in  those  days.  Indeed  there  is  reason  tq 
believe  it  was  considered  a  greater  offence  at  that  time,  to  deny 
the  Trinity,  than  to  object  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  suffering. 
That  Newton  rejected  the  latter  sentiment,  is  unquestionably 
true,  however  far  he  may  have  been  removed  from  Arianism. 

'See  p.  491.  '  ~" 

t  In  hie  perephrese  on  Rer.  sir.  10, 11,  he  Myt — "The  decree  and  dwnUicm  of  th« 
•nU  of  these  degenerate  and  aniUChrittian  people,  should  be  na  oihmr  than 
b«  apprvced  of  67  those  anfela  who  had  9rer  labored  for  their  talTfttioa,  mad 
I  wk0  haA  ndtwn%A  Ch«m  V\^  VkSa  moat  ^p^cions  blood." 
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Mr.  Holmes  even  goes  so  far  as  to  question  whether  Ih,  Ben* 
jamin  Rush^  one  of  the  immortal  signers  of  the  Declaration  of  In* 
dependencet  was  a  Universalist.  This  would  be  laughabit^  did  it 
not  show  an  unblushing  effrontery,  at  making  reckless  assertions 
*'  hit  or  miss,^'  without  the  slightest  knowledge,  or  apparently  the 
slightest  care,  whether  they  are  true  or  false !!  There  is  no  more 
doubt  in  regard  to  the  fact  that  Dr.  Ru»h  was  a  Universalist,  than 
there  is  that  John  Murray  or  Elhanan  Wincluatery  were  belierers 
in  that  doctrine.  Dr.  Rush  was  the  warm  supporter  and  intimate 
friend  of  Winchester— attended  his  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  and 
corresponded  with  him  while  he  was  in  Europe.  If  the  Elder 
wants  documents  on  this  subject,  I  can  furnish  him  with  an  abun- 
dant supply.*  True,  he  admired  the  writings  of  Fletcher  and 
Wesley,  and  other  Methodists;  but  it  was  only  because  he  be- 
lieyed  they  inculcated  sentiments  preferable  to  Calvinism,  and 
which  led  directly  to  Universalism.f  I  ask  the  audience  what 
reliance  they  can  place  on  the  positions  of  a  man  who  will  thus 
blindly  make  assertions,  not  only  unsupported  by  facts,  but  di« 
rectly  in  the  face  of  the  most  incontrovertible  evidence ! !  Anoth- 
er thing.  Elder  Holmes  alledges  that  I  took  most  of  my  **  string 
of  names,^^  as  he  sneering! y  denominates  my  list  of  eminent  men, 
and  many  other  facts  I  nave  introduced,  from  a  Univtrmdist  Al' 
manac ,'  The  object  of  this  fabrication  was  to  cast  suspicion  up- 
on my  sources  of  information.  The  charge  and  the  intention  are 
unworthy  any  respectable  gentleman.  Not  a  fact,  not  a  word, 
introduced  into  this  discussion,  have  I  taken  from  a  Universalist 
Almanac,  or  Register,  or  any  thing  of  the  kind.  I  feel  that  it  is 
degrading  to  notice  assertions  so  low  and  base.  I  do  it  only  to 
point  the  public  to  specimens  of  the  ipirii  and  principies  of  action 
oy  which  my  opponent  is  governed !  1 

Permit  me  here  to  introduce  my  twelfth  Negative  Argument. 
The  system  of  doctrines,  of  which  Endless  Punishment  forms  the 
centre  and  soul,  lepresents  the  Deity  as  dependent  on  man,  for  the 
accomplishment  of  his  purposes.  My  friend  opposite,  will  allow 
— has  already  allowed — ^that  God  created  mankind  originally  de- 

*  While  Winohaster  wa*  in  London,  Dr.  Rush  addrMMd  him  a  letter  dated  Phil- 
adelphia, May  11,  1791,  in  which  he  says — **The  UnivtratU  doctrine  prevails  mora 
and  more  in  our  country,  patUcularly  among  per>oni  eminent  for  their  jM'ety,  ia 
whom  it  ii  not  a  mere  speculation,  but  a  new  principle  oi  action  in  the  heart, 
prompting  to  practical  golb'neee." 

t  In  ar.o'Ji^r  letter  to  Wincheetf>r  in  London,  dated  Philadelphia,  Not.  12, 1791, 
Dr  RQ«h  utei  the  following  language— **  Tour  funeral  eermon  for  Mr.  John  Wee- 
ley,  does  honor  to  the  philanthropy  of  your  Universal  principles.  I  admire  and 
honor  that  great  man  abore  any  man  that  has  lived  since  the  time  of  the  Apostles. 
His  writings  will  ere  long  revive  ih  eupport  of  oar  doctrine.  For^if  Christ  died  for 
•tt,  as  Mr.  Wesley  always  Unght,  it  wiU  soon  ^paar  a  ntrmeary  aiwstfmimi  that 
ALL  shall  be  saved  1 1"  There  waa  not  a  litUa  •joapathy  batwam  MatkodiafiawsA. 
UaivafMlitIa  ia  thoea 
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Bigniifg  to  briiij^  tfa«  ennrt  mee  to  a  stale  of  holiness  and  faappi- 
BfAs.     Moreover,  he  will  acknowledge  that  the  Father  sent  the 
Son  to  save  all  men,  and  that  in  his  gospel  the  most  abundant 
proTtsiont  are  mude  for  the  salvation  of  erery  human  hein^! 
Will  these  jfraoioos  purposes — thefee  benevolent  designs — be  ac- 
complfsheri  ?     Hia  system  declares  they  will  not.     And  why  ? 
Because  the  crsaturk  will  not  be  saved — will  not  accept  the 
terms  of  salvation— will  not  AlA/^W  God  to  save  him  in  his  own 
way  !  !     If  this  is  a  true  statement  of  the  case,  the  creature  over- 
throws the  plans  of  the  Creator.  Does  not  this  unavoidably  make  the 
Deity  dependcfnt  on  man  for  the  fulfillment  of  his  purposes  ?    If 
man  will  do  certain  tbifi^;s-^if  man  will  comply  with  certain 
terms— then  Qod  can  accomplish  his  original  purposes.     But  if 
man  will  not  lend  bis  aid — if  he  will  hot  perform  a  certain  part 
of  the  work-^then  it  is  impotsible  for  the  designs  of  the  Creator 
to  be  accomplished  I !     Who  does  not  see  that  this  makes  Jehovah 
dependent  on  a  worm  of  the  dust,  for  carrying  forward  to  a  suc- 
cessful issue,  bis  divine  and  infinite  plans  i   It  makes  **  the  hinge," 
the  turning  point,  of  those  plans,  to  rest  in  the  most  weak,  fickle- 
minded  and  uncertain  of  creatures,  rather  than  in  God,  the  most 
mighty,  wise,  able  and  sure  of  all  beinp!!     Why  should  the 
Creator  allow  this  ?    Why  should  he  disrobe  himself  of  that 
which   would  give  infinite  CERTAINTY  to  all  his  primary  de- 
signs towards  his  ofispring,  and  place  it  upon  the  shoulders  of  ig- 
norant man,  where  he  knew  it  would  be  in  the  very  midst  of  UN- 
CERTAINTY ?    No  reason  can  be  assigned  for  a  transaction  so 
destructive.    Hence  whoever  adopt  such  an  idea,  must  believe  it 
in  direct  violation  of  their  own  good  sense  !     We  may  be  sure 
Jehovah  has  not  delegated  to  other  beings,  nor  put  away  from 
himself,  for  any  cause,  that  whi^h  is  essential  to  give  success  to 
all  his  measures  for  man's  salvation.     Within  his  own  infinite  na- 
ture and  endless  rescources,  there  is  an  abundant  sufficiency  to 
carry  into  execution  every  design  and  plan  he  has  formed  in  re- 
gard to  his  creatures.     No  being  in  heaven  or  on  earth,  can 
thwart  his  will.     To  none  has  he  given  the  poteer  to  overturn  his 
purposes  1     If  men  possess  an  ability  to  frustrate  the  desi^s  of 
God  at  one  time,  they  may  at  another     If  they  can  annul  hm  pur- 
nose  10  tave  them,  they  can  annul  his  purpose  to  damn  \hem  f ! 
How   absurd   the  idea  that  Deity  will  permit  bis  creatures  to 
thwart  his  efforts  to  make  them  endlessly  happy,  and  will  not 
permit  them  to  thwart  his  efforts  to  make  them  endlessly  mistra- 
tile.    All  such  errors  should  be  abandoned.     Jehovah's  Will  is  the 
Sovereign  Arbiter  of  all  events.     His  Will  is  able  to  roaki^man^a 
will  the  agent  to  accomplish  its  designs — ''Of  his  own  ffiU  be- 
gat he  us  with  the  word  of  truth  " — (James  i.  18.)     "  It  is  God 
hich  tcorkttJi  in  you,  both  to  WILL  and  to  D0»  of  his^^  alsa- 
-li"— (Phil.  ii.  13,)  ' 

ly  thirteenth  Negatrre  Aj|;^\ia^u\,\a^ChaX^«  VM.tdTi«  <(C 
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Um  Pmiislimeiit  di^kanorM  God«  and  dh^taeen  Christ  ft  repF«- 
BeDts  Ooi  as  creating  maAkind  under  soch  circumstanees,  that  ft 
larfl^e  portion  fall  into  anending  hln»p4iemv  and  woe.  Is  not  this 
casting  dishonor  upon  his  good  name  ?  Jehovah  formed  the  hu- 
man race  for  hi^  own  pleasure — *^'l^ou  hast  created  ail  Ihinga; 
and  for  thy  PLEASURE,  they  are  and  w^re  created.**  >-(ReT.  iv. 
II.)  God  took  plea9ure  in  man's  creation.  He  took  pleasnre  not 
only  in  the  act  of  his  creation,  but  in  the  end  for  which  he  was 
created.  As  Deity  is  omniscient — as  all  etermty  is  NOW  to  him 
— that  end  was  clearly  seen  and  known  to  him.  And  if  to  any 
of  his  creatures  it  is  an  «nd  of  agoAjf  and  sfn,  God  who  saw  it, 
and  Itnew  it,  must  hare  taken  PLEASURE  in  it.  Surely  be 
would  net  create  any  for  an  end  in  which  he  did  not  take  plea- 
sure !  Hencft,  this  doctrine  virtually  charges  an  infinitely  holy  Be- 
ing with  taking  plecLsnre  in  a  state  of  endless  sin  and  w«e  ! ! 
Dcie»  not  this  dishonor  God  ? 

in  whatever  way  it  may  be  supposed  man  will  become  an  ea^ 
less  sufferer  and  blasphemer,  it  equally  dMonors  God.  If  wa 
say  with  the  Presbyterians,  that  God  from  all  eternity  reorobaUd 
a  part  of  mankind  to  eternal  woe>  Mre  dishonor  him  by  dishonor- 
it^  his  bentvoienee^  his  goodntis^  and  his  mtrcy  f  If  we  taka  tha 
ground  of  our  Methodist  brethren,  and  while  contending  thai  tha 
Creator  designed  all  to  be  happy,  in^t  also  that  his  plans  to  ac- 
complish that  design  have  most  signally  failed — yea,  thai  God 
knew  they  teouldfail;  knew  thut  al4  his  provisions  and  offers 
would  t»e  in  vain  ;  knew  that  a  large  part  would  forever  he  sin« 
ful  and  wretched,  when  he  made  thei» — w«  should  deeply  dis- 
honor God,  by  dishonoring  his  Wulom^  his  Potior,  and  all  his 
most  important  attributes. 

This  doctrine  also  disgraces  Christ.  His  Father  sent  him  to 
save  all  men,  and  he  came  expressly  to  jierform  that  great  and 
good  work.  He  had  ample  POWER  to  complete  it  He  de- 
clares, **  All  power  is  given  unto  me  in  heaven,  and  in  earth." — 
(Matt,  xxviii.  18.)  Will  Jesus  svbueed  in  this  holy  work  f  The 
doctrine  my  friend  advocates,  declares  he  will  not!  It  insists  ha 
will  meet  with  a  great  overthrow — an  almost  total  root!  !  It 
declares  his  adversary,  the  Devil,  will  succeed  in  rohblng  him  of 
vast  myriads  of  those  for  whom  he  died !  It  proclaims  a  mighty 
victory  for  the  Devil !  It  insists  that  the  Son  of  God  will  return 
to  his  Father,  suffering  under  an  eternal  defeat,  with  but  a  small 
remnant  of  those  he  was  sent  to  save — that  the  conqueror's 
wreath  shall  be  snatched  from  his  brow  by  the  arch  Adi^ersary, 
who  shall  remain  forever  undestroyed,  unconquered  ! ! — A  con- 
summation which  would  make  all  Heaven  MOURN,  and  all  Hell 
REJOICE ! !  I  insist  that  a  doctrine  which  makes  such  represen- 
tations, casts  deep  disgrace  on  the  Son  of  God ! !  Haw  differ- 
ent, far  different,  does  the  opposite  sentiment  represent,  exalt, 
and  honor  him !  1 
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My  Fourteenth  Ntf^ire  Argament,  is  that  endless  misety  is 
not  recognized  in  tfaieir  devotional  exercUes,  by  any  of  the  patri- 
archs, prophets,  saints  or  righteons  men,  mentioned  in  the  scrip- 
tures.   If  the  doctrine  is  true,  they  must  have  been  acquainted 
with  it,  and  must  hare  felt  exposed  to  it.     Yet  in  no  instance  in 
the  Bible,  does  any  one  pray  that  it  may  be  true,  or  gi^e  thanks 
that  it  is  true.    Neither  did  they  pray  that  endless  woe  might  be 
inflicted  on  any  human  being !     The  prayers  of  David  went  as 
far  in  that  direction  as  any  recorded  in  the  scriptures.     But  the 
most  he  did  was  to  pray  for  the  destruction  of  his  enemies — by 
which  he  meant  their  temporal  overthrow  and  death.     Why  did 
not  the  ancient  prophets  and  saints  pray  that  Endless  Punish- 
ment mi^t  come  upon  the  sinful  ?     If  it  is  a  just  and  salutary 
doctrine,  and  God  designs  to  inflict  such  a  punishment,  why  did 
they  not  pray  that  it  might  overtake  them  ? 

The  scriptures  are  full  of  the  confessions  of  the  servants  of 
God,  in  relation  to  their  own  sin  and  its  punishment ;  but  in  no 
case  do  they  confess  that  they  were  justly  exposed  to  eternal  woe, 
or  exposed  to  it  in  any  way  or  form !  Would  they  not  have 
done  so,  had  they  believed  in  such  a  doctrine  ?  Believers  in  it  in 
these  days,  very  frequently  confess  in  their  prayers,  that  it  would 
have  been  just  in  Grod  to  have  cut  them  off  forever.  (Do  they 
believe  a  word  of  it,  when  they  say  so  ?)  The  saints  never  pray 
thus  in  the  Bible !  Why  not  ?  Neither  do  they  give  thanks  that 
they  have  been  rescued  from  endless  sufl*ering.  This  they  would 
most  naturally  have  done,  had  they  believed  they  were  exposed 
to  it.    The  believers  in  that  sentiment  render  such  thanks  in  our 

days. 

The  ancient  saints  and  righteous  men,  never  prayed  that 
'themselves,  or  their  friends,  might  be  saved  from  endless  woe. 
If  they  believed  themselves  exposed  to  it,  why  did  they  not  put 
up  such  a  petition  ?  Nothing  would  be  more  proper,  nothing 
more  natural,  than  such  prayers.  The  modern  believers  in  that 
sentiment  often  pray  in  such  manner.  Indeed  petitions  that  they 
may  not  be  cast  into  endless  perdition,  forms  the  great  theme  of 
most  of  the  prayers  of  modern  orthodox  professors.  No  such 
petition  ever  escaped  from  the  lips  of  those  whose  prayers  are 
mentioned  in  the  Bible.  Christ  in  that  beautiful  prayer  which 
he  designed  as  a  sample  for  the  imitation  of  all  christians,  gives 
no  direction  to  beseech  Grod  to  be  saved  from  interminable  woel 
His  prayer  is,  "  Deliver  us  from  Evil,"  not  deliver  us  from  end- 
less punishment,  as  it  would  have  been  on  my  brother^s  theory. 
The  silence  of  all  the  prayers  in  the  Bible  on  this  subject,  is 
most  remarkable,  on  the  supposition  that  the  doctrine  is  true ! 
That  silence  is  strong  proof  that  such  a  sentiment  is  faUe!^r 
[  Time  expired. 
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[MR.  HOLMES'  EIGHTH  SPEECH.] 

Gent.  Moderators  :^FeTha.^B  I  cannot  employ  the  first  part  of 
my  present  half  hour  to  better  advantage,  than  in  answering  one 
of  the  gentleman's  recent  objections  to  tl^ doctrine  of  the  finalper- 
dition  of  the  ungodly,  even  though  I  shall  be  obliged  to  do  it  in 
an  oif-hand  way.  I  refer  to  his  twelfth  argument,  which  is,  that 
'^  endless  punishment  makes  God  dependent  on  the  creature  for 
the  completion  of  his  purposes."  This  resffe  firsts  upon  an  erro- 
neous view  of  the  purposes  of  God.  I  do  not  deny  that  God  haa 
purposes — eternal  purpoies^  but  they  are  not  of  a  nature  to  con- 
trol, absolutely  and  irresistibly^  the  moral  conduct  of  men,  or  the 
results  of  that  conduct,  so  as  to  make  a  given  result  absolutely 
and  necessarily  certain,  in  every  case.  Upon  this  assumed  ground 
has  Mr.  Austin  built  all  he  has  said  on  this  subject.  Hence,  he 
has  talked  lon^  and  loud  of  the  conf  ict  between  my  views  and 
the  purpose — design — intention  of  God — that  they  "defeat  his 
designs" — "  thwart  his  purposes" — "  confuse  his  counsels,"  and 
80  on.  But  all  this  is  the  merest  stuff  of  declamation — it  has  not 
even  the  semblance  of  argument,  when  the  nature  of  God's  pur- 
poses is  understood.  Wnat  are  God's  eternal  purposes?  We 
answer,     . 

1.  It  Ib  his  purpose  to  maintain  a  moral  government  for  the 
display  of  his  glory,  and  the  good  of  ail  holy  and  obedient  sub- 
jects. This  he  will  do,  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  rebels,  or  the 
cavils  and  objections  of  Unive realists  and  Infidels.  And  this  is  his 
eternal  purpose ;  and  all  his  enemies  will  find  it  to  be  so,  what- 
ever the  consequences  to  them  may  be. 

2.  As  God  foresaw  the  lapsed  condition  of  the  human  race,  it 
was  his  purpose  to  redeem  them  from  that  condition,  and  give 
them  the  advantages  of  a  system  of  restoring  mercy.  This  pur- 
pose, as  to  redemption,  he  executed  in  the  gift  and  advent  of  his 
Divine  Son,  and  as  to  the  application  of  it  to  the  wants  of  man, 
he  is  now  executing  it,  in  the  agency  of  the  Spirit,  the  dissemi- 
nation of  knowledge,  and  the  proclamation  of  the  gospel  of  sal- 
vation "to  every  creature.*' 

3.  As  God  made  man  at  first,  with  power  "suficient  to  have 
stood  though  free  to  fall,"  that  he  might  have  a  constitution 
adapted  to  the  highest  improvement  and  enjoyment,  and  hence 
made  his  continuance  in  holiness  and  happiness  depend  on  hie 
obedience :  and  as  the  object  of  redemption,  and  the  gospel,  was 
to  aid  men  in  a  lapsed  state,  in  the  work  of  returning  to  God  and 
securing  the  high  object  of  their  existence ;  therefore  it  was  the 
purpose  of  God  that  the  saving  benefits  of  the  gospel  should  )m 
received  and  enjoyed  on  conditions  which  the  sinaer  has  power 
to  reject  or  comply  with,  and  that  the  final  result  should  be  accor- 
ding to  their  choice.  Hence,  the  Old  Testament  exhorts  sinners 
to  '^  choose  this  day  whom  they  will  serve,"  and  the  New  T««U.- 


f08  BOLlIBi'  EionTa  srsscH 

ment  proclaims — "he  that  beUevetb  shall  be  eared,  and  ^t  that 
belie veth  not  shall  be  damned .''  This  purpose,  too,  is  as  un- 
changeable as  it  is  eternal. 

4.  As  it  was  the  purpose  of  God  that  the  human  race  should 
maintain  their  original  state,  only  on  condition  of  obedience — and 
as  their  only  way  of  escape  is  through  Jesus  Christ  and  his  gos- 
pel, therefore  it  is  the  unchangeable  and  eternal  purpose  of  God, 
that  those  who  willfully  reject  the  gospel  of  Chnst,  and  the  bles- 
sings of  redemption,  shall  not  share  the  final  results  of  this  sys- 
tem of  restoring  mercy,  but  experience,  in  their  future  and  endless 
condition,  the  legitimate  results  of  their  sinful  career.  Hence  the 
word  of  God  exhorts  simrers,  *'  now  is  the  accepted  time — now  is 
the  day  of  salvation  ;"  and  in  announcing  the  final  consequence 
of  unbelief  and  impiety,  it  solemnly  declares,  "he  that  is  unholy, 
let  him  be  unholy  still." 

5.  As  God  foresaw  there  would  be  much  unbelief  in  the  world, 
notwithstanding  the  plainness  of  his  revelation,  and  the  proofs 
of  his  goodness,  wisdom  and  justice — that  there  would  not  be 
wanting  men  who  would  "  choose  darkness  rather  than  light,  be- 
cause their  deeds  were  evil" — would  deny  the  authority  of  his 
word  and  "reject  the  counsel  of  God  against  their  souls'' — that 
even  men  professing  to  be  Christians,  and  wearing?  the  garb  of 
gospel  ministers,  would  stand  up  to  arraign  his  wisdom  and  jus- 
tice, and  deny  his  right  to  institute  and  maintain  a  government 
%hich  would  hold  its  moral  subjects  responsible  in  their  ultimate 
condition^  for  a  voluntary  course  of  rebellion  and  iropiety---God, 
foreseeing  all  this,  determined — it  was,  and  is,  hispwrpa^e — to  in- 
stitute a  day  of  GenercU  Judgment^  the  proceed ina^s  of  which  shall 
result  in  a  perfect  vindication  of  his  character  from  the  foul  asper- 
sions cast  upon  it  by  his  enemies — and  a  justification  of  his  gov- 
crnment,  in  the  endless  banishment  of  those  who  "  choose  death 
in  the  error  of  their  ways" — while  every  man  shall  receive  "ac- 
cording to  his  deeds,  whether  they  be  good  or  whether  they  be 
evil" — and  a  shout  of  approbation  from  all  holy  beings  shall  pro- 
claim to  an  assembled  universe,  the  equity  of  the  Divine  Throne, 
saying — "Alleluia :  salvation,  and  glory,  and  honor,  and  power, 
unto  the  Lord  our  God  :  for  Arueand  righteous  are  his  judgments." 
— (Rev.  xix.  1.)  These  are  the  ma/n  features  in  the  divine 
"  plans  and  purposes,'-  so  far  as  he  has  revealed  them  to  us.  Ami 
God  needs  no  assistance  from  men  to  maintain  these  fundamental 
purposes,  nor  can  any  thing  that  men  can  do,  prevent  their  final 
completion. 

And  now  let  me  ask,  with  which  of  these  purposes  does  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment  conflict  ?  Where  is  the  incongru- 
ity 1  I  know  it  disagrees  with  Mr.  Austin's  notion  of  the  dhrine 
purposes,  which  is  assumed  without  authority  from  the  wdii  of " 
of  God.  But  1  confess,  it  is  an  instance  of  singular  modeet^^  i§^ 
iponent  to  aitume  the  ver^  'poii^t  in  dvpu^e^  and  theft  jpfbceed 


to  aigfte  the  falsity  of  the  contraty  oJ)ihion,  because  it  disagrees 
with  his  astumption.  This  is  one  way,  and  as  the  gentleman  has 
determined  to  try  aV  ways,  we  will  not  coiiiplain. 

But  in  the  second  place ;  in  illustrating  his  argument,  Mr.  Aus- 
tin not  only  de*<troys  it,  by  proving  too  much  by  it,  but  renders  it 
utterly  impossible  ever  to  prove  the  final  holiness  and  happiness 
of  all  men.  He  argues  that  on  my  principles  men  may  resist  the 
will  of  God;  but  says  he,  if  men  may  resjst  the  will  of  God  here, 
they  may  h^.re\fter\  and  Tience,  *•  may  after  all  refuse  !o  go  into 
endless  punishment.'''  iTo  this  I  answer,  it  is  a  poor  rule  that 
wont  work  both  ways.  On  his  own  principles,  it  would  follow, 
as  thousands  refuse  to  be  Christians  here,  they  will  have  the  same 
power  hereafter,  and  may  refine  to  go  into  heaven. 

Mr.  Austin .>^Let  them  stay  out  then. 

Mr.  Holxcs. — So  I  say,  ^*  Let  them  stay  out.^'  So  says  tlu 
doctrine  of  moral  agency — analogy — the  moral  attributes  of  Goj, 
the  nature  of  the  divine  law  and  its  penalty — and  the  moral  tar- 
pitude  of  sin  says,  '*  let  them  stay  out."  And  the  doctrine  of  pro- 
oation  and  the  common  consent  of  the  world  repeat,  *4el  them 
fitay  out."  And  Jesus  Christ  says  in  the  solemn  decisions  of  the 
judgment  day,  *^  let  them  stay  out ;"  and  all  holy  beings  will  echo 
Dacic  the  sentence  with  loud  acclaim,  ^*let  them  stay  out." 

I  wiil  now  direct  attention  to  my  twelfth  affirmative  argument, 
deduced  from 

TnB  CONDITIONALITY  OF  SALVATION. 

That  Balration  in  thifi  life  is  conditional,  I  suppose  Mr.  Austin 
will  not  dispute.  I  go  still  farther,  and  say,  that  salyation  in 
-another  life  is  conditional  also.  Boes  my  friend  dispute  this^ 
Then  Jet  him  attend  to  the  following  arguments. 

1.  Ths  salvation  Christ  confers  upon  men  is  gospel  saltation, 
that  is,  salvation  from  sin  and  its  consequences — *'ne  shall  sate 
liis  people  from  their  sins."  'If  Mr.  Austin  knows  of  any  oth6r 
salvation,  I  should  like  to  hedr  him  explain  it.    But  if  it  oe  goA- 

Jiel  salyation,  deliverance  from  sin,  then,  whether  erfjoyed  in  tllifl 
ife  or  after  death,  it  is  the  t^ime  in  its  nature.  If  it  be  not  the 
same  in  its  nature,  it  is  something  eite;  if  Mttoetliiftg  dse,  then 
It  is  not  go9pel  sairatidn,  aud  H  hot'gfOspel  ^ah^tiOn,  it  is  nqt 
conferred  by  Christ  J  henoe,  Christ  i«ttbt  the  Savior  of  all  tten, 
even  on  the  principles  of  Uiiitersalistn. 

2.  If  the  salvation  of  those  wlio  *' cottfe  ii|^  throti^jfa  |^at  tflb- 
Ulation,  having  washed  their  rob^  and  raateMiem  white  in  the 
-Mood  of  the  tamb,"  and  «re  made  *^  kitigs 'and' priests  tnto'G^ 
forever  and  ever,^*  be  gotEfJief  salvation ;  then  if  is  tnjojed  in  tttb 
t)thef  fife  as  in  this,  on  the  tertn^and  accordhir  to^the  cdnstiA- 
ttdu'of  the  gospel :  if  nt^t,  th«ii  the^go^Nel^hM  «Mi  60|Mtilli6tt'Jd^ 
oiieBtste,'aAomer for  4notli^r^ttiitr; 'i^  ' 
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of  men,  and  unconditional  for  another,  enjoving  the  same  light 
and  privileges;  salvation  is  conditional  to  tne  same  man  at  one 
period  of  his  existence,  and  unconditional  at  another.  Moreover, 
if  the  constitution  of  the  gospel  be  changeless,  then  to  make  sal- 
vation conditional  to  one  man  and  unconditional  to  anoth3r, 
would  be  a  subversion  of  its  constitution.  If  conditionality  agrees 
with  the  nature  of  the  gospel,  unconditionality  must  contravene 
Its  nature. 

3.  The  notion  that  those  who  die  in  sin  are  unconditionally 
saved  in  heaven,  has  not  one  particle  of  evidence  to  support  it, 
either  in  reason  or  revelation.  Give  me  an  argument  from  reason 
to  support  this  notion,  and  it  shall  be  considered.  Give  me  one 
clear  passage  from  God's  word,  affirming  that  those  who  reject 
the  gospel  and  die  in  sin  and  unbelief,  shall  be  saved  with  the 
felicities  of  heaven,  and  I  have  nothing  more  to  say. 

4.  But  so  far  from  this  being  true,  the  Bible  abounds  with 
proofs  of  the  conditionality  of  future  salvation.  What  I  have  to 
say  en  this  point,  may  be  briefly  summed  up  under  the  three  fol- 
lowing  heads : 

1.  Not  a  single  promise  of  spiritual  salvation  to  be  enjoyed 
either  in  this  world  or  the  world  to  come,  is  made  to  the  sinner, 
unconnected  with  conditions  expressed  or  implied.  If  there  be 
such  a  promise,  Mr.  Austin  knows  where  to  nnd  it.  If  he  will 
produce  it,  I  will  give  it  my  special  attention. 

2.  All  the  promises  of  future  salvation,  either  in  this  world  or 
the  future  state,  are  made  to  the  ri^hteousy  or  those  who  become 
so  by  repentance,  faith  and  obedience.  To  Support  this,  I  could 
cite  you  a  hundred  passages,  but  a  few  must  sutiice  as  specimens 
of  the  rest.  (Matt.  v.  8.) — **  Blessed  are  the  pure  in  heart,  for 
they  shall  see  tiod."  (xxv.  21.) — *^  Well  done,  good  and  faithful 
servant :  thou  hast  been  faithful  over  a  few  things,  I  will  make 
thee  ruler  over  many  things  j  enter  thou  into  the  joy  of  thy  Lord.^' 
(1  John  ii.  25.)— '^  And  this  is  the  promise  that  he  hath  promised 
ui,  [those  who  abide  in  Christ,]  even  ettrnal  bfe.^'  (Ps.  cxii.  6.) 
— ^^The  righteous  shall  bje  in  everlasting  remembrance.^'    Also 

XPs.  i.) — ^^  Blessed  is  the  man  that  walketh  not  in  the  counsel  ox 
the  ungodly,"  &c.  Verse  3d,  ''His  leaf  also  shall  not  witheri 
and  whatsoever  he  doeth  shall  prosper.^* 

3.  Finally,  the  promise  of  future  and  endless  salvation  is  im^ 
formly  hung  upon  conditions  which  imply  a  moral  fitiiiess  for  hear* 
en,  acquirtd  in  this  life,  (Rom.  ii.  6-8 0—"  Who  wiljl  render  to 
every  man  according  to  his  deeds :  to  them  who  by  patient  eon" 
tinuance  in  tpellHU)ingy  seek  for  glory  and  honor,  and  immpctali- 
ty»  eternal  hfe:  But  unto  them  mat  are  contentious,,  a^d,  uo  not 
obey  the  truth,  but  obey  unrifiMcotf^neM,  indignatiqn  aij^d^^iath^^ 
&c.    (Gal.  vi.  8,  9.)—''  He  that  soweth  tq  the  spirit  f^  hi  (t^ 
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11.) — "God  hath  giTcn  us  eternal  life  and  this  life  is  in  his  son 
He  tkat  hath  the  son  hath  life,  and  he  that  hitk  not  the  son,  hath 
not  hfey  (Rev.  xiv.  13.) — **  Blessed  are  the  dead  that  die  in  the 
Lord  from  henceforth :  yea,  saith  the  Spirit,  that  they  may  rest 
from  their  labors  and  their  works  do  follow  them.'^  (Heb.  iv.  9.) 
--"There  remainelh,  therefore,  a  rest  to  the  people  of  dad."  (Rev. 
ii.  10.)— "Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  1  will  give  thee  a 
crown  of  life."  (MaU.  xix.  16.)—**  What  shall  I  do  that  I  may 
have  eternal  life?  Jesus  answered,  if  thou  wilt  enter  into  life, 
keep  the  commandments.^''  (John  iii.  16.) — "That  whosoever  bc' 
Iteveth  in  him  might  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life.V  (Rom.  vi. 
i.  22.)-"But  now  bein^  mdide  free  from  sin,  and  become  servants  to 
God,  ye  have  youi fruit  unto  holiness;  and  the  end  everlasting  life. 
For  the  wages  of  sin  is  death ;  but  the  gift  of  God  is  eternal  life 
through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord.^^  (John  x.  27.) — "My  sheep  hear 
my  voice,  and  I  know  them,  and  they  follow  me;  and  I  give  unto 
them  [not  to  the  goats]  eternal  life;  and  they  shsiil  never  perish." 
(Matt.  xix.  28.)—"  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  that  ye  who  have  fol- 
lowed me  in  the  regeneration,  when  the  Son  of  man  shall  sit  in  the 
throne  of  his  glory,  ye  also  shall  sit  upon  twelve  thrones,  judging 
the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel.  And  every  one  that  hath  forsaken  hou- 
ses, or  brethren,  or  sisters,  or  father,  or  mother,  or  wife,  or  children, 
or  lands,  for  my  name's  sake,  shall  receive  an  hundred  fold,  and 
shall  inherit  everlasting  life."  (2  Pet.  i.  x.) — "  Wherefore  the  rath- 
er, brethren,  give  diligence  to  make  your  calling  and  election  sureV 
If  sure  already,  why  give  diligence  to  make  it  sure  ?  He  adds, 
"  for  if  ye  do  these  things,  ye  shall  never  fall :  for  so  an  entrance 
shall  be  ministered  unto  you  abundantly,  into  the  everlasting 
kingdom  of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  Christ."  The  plain  im- 
plication here  is,  that  if  "these  things"  are  neglected,  we  jAa// 
"/a//,"  and  fail  of  entering  into  the  "  everlasting  kingdom  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ." 

The  above  are  but  a  tithe  of  the  multitude  of  passages  of  like 
nature.  Let  it  be  understood,  the  words  everlasting  and  eternal, 
in  these  quotations,  are  a  translation  from  the  Greek  "aidntos,'* 
whose  primary  signification  is,  "  being  without  end." 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  twisting,  turning,  sleight-of-hand  meth- 
ods, by  which  the  force  of  these  and  other  passages  is  sought  to 
be  evaded.  But  men  of  sense  and  candor  will  not  be  satisfied 
with  such  forced  and  chamelionized  expositions  of  scripture.  If 
the  gentleman  is  disposed  to  enter  upon  this  bootless  work,  he 
has  my  consent,  though  I  shall  not  deem  it  necessary  to  follow 
him  any  farther  than  the  merits  of  the  question  demand. 

Now,  the  plain,  common  sense,  unavoidable  sequent  from  the 
Bible  testimonies  above  adduced,  is,  that  future  and  endless  hap* 
piness  is  conditioned :  and  that  those  who  fail  in  the  conditions^ 
will  also  fail  of  entering  into  life.  This  inference  is  so  irresistible^ 
that  I  most  cheerfully  submit  it  to  the  decision  of  all  candid  men^ 


612  holmes'  eighth  sp cech 

My  thirteenth  argament  is  founded  on  the 

SCRIPTURAL  CONTRAST 

between  the  rigbteoos  and  wicked. 

1.  Mr.  Austin  will  agree  with  me  that  the  BiMe  describes  a 
contrast  between  the  holy  and  unholy,  as  to  the  estimation  in 
which  ihey  are  held  by  a  holy  God,  even  in  this  life.  The  di- 
Tine  record  says,  •*his  face  is  against  the  wicked" — that  *-*  he  is 
angry  with  the  wicked  every  day" — while  he  "  loves  the  right- 
eousr"  and  ^*^  takes  pleasure  in  those  that  fear  him." 

2.  My  friend,  I  think,  will  scarcely  deny  that  this  contrast  is 
Rs  sttongly  marked  at  death,  as  at  any  previous  period.  But  if 
there  should  be  any  doubt  at  this  point,  i  will  remove  it  at  once 
by  Bible  testimony. 

(Ps.  xxxvii.  37.) — "  Mark  the  perfect  man,  and  behold  the  up- 
right, for  the  end  of  that  man  is  peace}"*  (Ps.  cxvi.  15.)— "Pre- 
cious in  the  sight  of  the  Lord  is  the  death  of  his  samts^  (Prov. 
xiv.  32.) — "The  righteous  hath  hope  in  his  death:'*  (Luke  xri. 
32.) — "Lazarus  died  and  was  canied  by  angels  to  Abraham's 
bosom."  The  usual  mode  of  expression  in  the  New  Testament  in 
regard  Xo  the  death  of  Christians,  is,  that  they  "(iif  tn  (he  Lordf'* 
*'^ sleep  in  JesuSf"  &c. 

In  contrast  to  this,  listen  to  a  few  Bible  descriptions  of  the 
death  of  the  wicked.  (Job.  xxvii.  20.) — "Terrors  take  hold  on 
him  as  waters,  a  tempest  stealeth  him  away  in  the  night.  The 
east  wind  carrieth  him  away,  and  he  departeth  :  and  as  a  storm, 
hurleth  him  out  of  his  place.  For  God  shall  cast  upon  him, 
and  not  spare :  he  would  fain  flee  out  of  his  hand.*'  The  wick- 
ed man  at  death,  contemplating  his  fearful  doom,  would  fain  flee 
out  of  the  hand  of  God.  (Ps.  xxxvii.  38.) — "  Transgressors  shall - 
be  destroyed  together :  the  end  of  the  wicked  shall  be  ait  q^." 
(Prov.  xi.  7.) — "When  a  wicked  man  dieth,  his  expectation  per^ 
isheth.^  (Prov.  xiv.  32.) — "The  wicked  is  driven  atcny  in  his 
wickedness."  (Ezek.  xviii.  18.) — "  He  shall  die  tn  his  iniquity.^ 
(Luke  xvi.  23.) — "The  rich  man  died  and  was  buried,  and  tn  hell 
he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in  torments*  (2  Pet.  ii.  12.) — Descri- 
bing those  who  walk  after  the  flesh,  says,  "  But  these,  as  natural 
brute  beasts,  made  to  be  taken  and  destroyed,  speak  evil  of  thb 
things  they  understand  not,  and  shall  utterly  perish  in  their  owli 
corruption." 

Such  is  the  marked  contrast  between  the  righteous  aiid  wicked 
at  death.  Thus  do  the  wicked  leave  the  world,  the  subjects  of 
God's  visible  displeasure ;  in  the  full  strength  of  unholy  passion, 
with  all  the  guilt  of  a  corrupt  and  criminal  life  upon  their  he^s. 
If  they  do  not  die  under  the  power  of  moral  insensibility — ^if' they 
make  any  intelligent  disclosure  of  tbeir  real  state  of  jnind^-sitfffi 
are  the  circumstanced  which  mark  their  exit.  And  Yet  Uohrcrw^ 
ism  wipes  hs  mouth  ^  with  sauctimonious  seemioKr  Wra%Vtib 
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(hem — "  be  not  alarmed,  your  heavenly  father  19  ahout  to  receive 
you  to  his  arms  of  everlasting  loVe  and  mercy! !!" 

3.  On  ihe  principles  ol;  analogy  and  philosophy,  the  contrast  in 
character  and  happiness  which  exists  at  death,  will  exist  after 
death,  unless  there  be  an  entire  extinction  of  being.  Temporal 
death  is  only  a  dissolution  of  the  body,  hence,  does  not,  and  can- 
not, affect  that  indissoluble  nature  of  man,  in  which  moral  char- 
acter inheres  ;  and  as  moral  happiness  aris«'s  out  of  moral  char- 
acter, temporal  or  corporeal  death  does  not,  and  cannot,  affect  mor- 
al happiness.  The  wicked  man,  dying  in  the  full  strength  of 
moral  depravity,  takes  that  depravity  with  him  into  the  future 
state  ;  and  as  it  has  placed  him  in  contrast  to  the  righteous  in  this 
world,  as  to  chuacler  and  hnppines*,  so  it  does  in  that  state  which 
immediately  succeeds  to  death.  Many  Universalists,  unable  to 
avoid  this  conclusion  in  any  other  way,  have  gone  in  for  an  ex- 
Unction  of  bstnj^  between  death  and  the  resurrection.  Mr.  Austin 
may  deny  my  conclusion,  and  adopt  this  method  to  sustain  his  de- 
nial, if  he  chooses.  Still,  to  all  sound  minds,  the  consequence  is 
unavoidable — either  man  ceases  to  be,  at  death,  or  he  carries  with 
him  into  the  future  state,  the  religious  and  moral  character  he  has 
acquired  here.  And  I  am  happy  to  be  able  to  contirm  this  view, 
by  the  recent  admisnon  of  the  leading  oracle  of  Universalism. 
Mr.  Rosea  Ballon  2d,  says — *  To  us  the  supposal  of  ho  intellectual 
and  moral  connection  of  the  present  with  the  future,  is  so  incon- 
pruous  with  all  our  forms  of  thought,  that  we  never  could  bring 
It  distinctly  before  us,  and  still  retain  (he  idea  of  another  existence 
for  ourselves.  That  d^ath  is  a  non-conducting  medium,  as  it  were, 
through  which  no  influence  whatever  can  pass  from  this  world  ;  that 
all  our  personal  developments  perish  there ;  that  God's  dealings 
with  us  here,  in  providence,  and  even  in  Hie  work  of  redemption, 
ara  absolutely  shut  up  within  this  present  life,  and  have  no  effect 
or  reference  b^yoal ;  that  ail  the  joys  and  sorrows  through  which 
we  are  disciplined,  bear  no  fruit  but  what  we  gather  here ;  and 
that  the  seels  of  this  [fruit]  have  no  second  growth :  that  the  last 
hoars  of  our  agony,  ani  so  many  other  sufferings,  are  but  v^aste 
p  lins  ;  that  our  characters,  good  or  bad,  the  product  of  so  much 
toil,  die  utterly  and  forever  with  our  bodies — all  this  is  so  abhor," 
rent  toj>ur  very  nature^  that  we  would  give  but  LtUefor  a  future 
bsin^,  unler  the*e  annihilating  conlitwns.'* — (Universalist  Quar- 
terly, Vol.  4.)  Htire  Mr.  Ballou  admits,  the  seeds  of  the  fruit  we 
gather  here,  have  a  second  growth — "  sin  kills  beyond  the  tomb" 
— in  I  that  our  **  characters,  whether  good  or  bad,''*  go  with  us  into 
eternity.  Thus  you  see,  truth  is  re-acting  upon  error  in  its  stroug 
hold.  But  how  perfectly  this  demolishes  the  system  of  Univer- 
salism, as  generally  taught  during  the  kst  forty  years^  I  need 
not  stop  to  point  out.  ^ 

4.  Universalism  admits  a  general  resurrectioo.;  and  pur  ne^t 
poiat,  is  that  the  same  contrast  exists  in  the  mariection  itatd. 
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This  would  iaevitably  follow  from  the  mument  jqat  pntented. 
and  from  the  admission  of  Mr.  Ballou.  If  diath  does  not  change 
moral  character  from  bad  to  good^  a  resurrection  from  the  death 
state  cannot.  The  change  is  a  physical  one  in  both  cases,  and 
those  moral  results  and  agencies  identitied  with  and  necessary  to 
the  transformation  of  character,  cannot  be  predicated  of  either. 
The  contrast  of  which  we  are  speaking,  involves  moral  character 
and  its  consequences ;  hence,  if  there  be  a  change  betteeen  death 
and  the  resurrection,  it  must  be  effected  by  moral  means.  But  we 
know  of  no  such  means  to  be  employed  to  effect  this  change  du- 
ring this  period ;  if  Mr.  Austin  does,  he  will  confer  a  favor  by 
pointing  them  out,  and  defining  their  character.  Moreover,  as  we 
have  suready  seen,  the  resurrection  of  the  body  will  be  n phys- 
ical change — hence,  no  moral  change  can  be  concluded  from 
this.  If,  therefore,  we  had  no  scripture  to  confirm  it,  it  would 
be  in  keeping  with  reason  and  sound  philosophy,  to  suppose  men 
will  be  tne  same  in  the  resurrection  stale,  that  they  aie  at  death. 
But  this  point  is  clearly  and  forcibly  settled  by  the  word  of  God. 

In  the  first  place,  Christians  are  said  to  enjoy  a  condition  of 
glory  and  reward,  which  is  not  promised  to  other  characters. 
TLuKe  xiv.  1 4.)  Our  Lord  promises  a  reward  at  the  resurrection 
of  the  just,  as  the  fruit  of  Christian  benevolence.  Here  the  infer- 
ence is  plain,  that  there  is  to  be  a  resurrection  peculiar  to  the  just, 
and  that  the  just  will  then  be  distinguished,  on  account  of  their 
reward. 

(Heb.  xi.  35.)  In  this  verse  we  read  of  some  who  were  tor- 
tured, not  accepting  deliverance,  that  they  iitight  obtain  a  better 
resurrection,  (rhilip.  iii  11.)  St.  Paul  tells  us  he  labored  if 
by  any  means  he  m;>A/ ot/am  unto  the  resurrection  of  the  dead. 
St.  Paul  could  have  had  no  doubt  as  to  his  having  part  in  the 
general  resurrection,  whatever  might  be  his  course  of  Christian 
conduct  in  the  case  referred  to.  But  he  had  another  and 
higher  object  in  view.  The  sense  conveyed  by  this  pas- 
sage unquestionably  is,  that  he  was  anxious  for  that  distinc- 
tion in  the  resurrection  state,  which  is  peculiar  to  the  righteous 
dead.  In  this  view  atone  is  his  language  consistent.  (Rev.  xx. 
6.) — "  Blessed  and  holv  is  he  that  hath  part  in  the  first  resurrec* 
tion  ]  on  such  the  second  death  hath  no  power."  The  Bible  teach- 
es, also,  that  the  unjust,  as  well  as  toe  just,  shall  be  raised  up. 
This  would  be  a  just  and  natural  inference,  from  the  particalar 
reference  of  the  scripture  to  the  resurrection  of  the  just.  Why 
speak  of  the  jusi^  in  distinction  from  the  unjust,  if  all  are  to  be 
just  at  that  time  ?  But,  besides  this,  St.  Paul  expressly  slates 
that  there  shall  be  a  resurrection,  **  both  of  the  lusf,  and  unjust/* 
— (Acts  xxiv.  15.  It  only  remains  to  show  the  contrast  in  the 
language  of  scripture. 

(John  T.  28.  29.)—*'  Marvel  not  at  thisi,  for  the  boat  ia  cpn^iti 
in  the  whieliall  that  are  In  the  grates  ehidl  hear  bis. 
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come  forth ;  they  that  haye  done  good,  unto  the  remmction  of 
life ;  and  they  that  have  done  evil,  unto  the  resurrection  of  dam- 
nation,** (Rer.  XX.  12.) — '*!  saw  the  dead,  small  and  great,  stand 
hefore  God  :  and  the  books  were  opened  :  and  another  book  was 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life :  and  the  dead  were  judged 
out  of  those  things  which  were  written  in  the  books,  according  to 
their  works.  And  the  sea  gave  up  the  dead  which  were  in  it ; 
aod  death  and  hell  [hades]  delivered  up  the  dead  which  were  in 
them;  and  they  were  judged,  every  man  according  to  their  works. 
And  death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  bre,  which  is  the 
Meond  deaAh.  And  whosoever  vfos  not  found  written  in  the  book 
.^liftf  wu^  caat  into  the  lake  of  fire."  Here  we  have  a  plain  and 
impressive  view  of  the  world  in  its  resurrection  state,  together 
wHh  the  contrast  between  the  righteous  and  wicked  still  kept  up, 
clearly  and  emphatically  marked,  and  connected  with  those  future 
find  immaCaUe  allotments  adapted  to  each  character.  The  ajove 
Bamgee,  as  proof  of  the  point  in  question,  can  only  be  set  aside 
if  a  pfocess  which  violates  common  sense,  the  common  use  of 
kmi^iiiiffe,  and  the  established  rules  of  interpretation.  I  therefore 
.clam  the  argument  up  to  this  point. 

5.  It  only  remains  to  show  that  the  same  contrast  thus  far  es- 
tablished, will  exist  at  the  day  of  general  judgment.  This  would 
/•lk>w  as  a  legitimate  corollary,  from  the  conclusions  already 
arrived  at.  But  we  proceed  to  adduce  direct  scriptural  proof. 
(Fs.  i.)—**  Therefore  the  ungodly  shall  not  stand  in  the  ludg • 
m€ntj  nor  nnners  in  the  congregation  of  the  riglUeov$y  In^the 
description  our  Lord  gives  of  the  judgment  scene,  (Matt,  xxv.) 
/We  find  this  declaration  fulfilled  to  the  letter,  in  the  separation  of 
the  wicked  from  the  righteous.  (2  Peter  iii.  7.) — ^^  But  the  hea- 
vens and  the  earth,  which  are  now,  by  the  same  word  are  kept  in 
•tore,  reeei'ved  unto  fire«  af;ainst  the  day  of  judgment  and  perdition 
of  ungodly  men,**  (Also  li.  9.) — '*  The  Lord  knoweth  how  to  de* 
liver  the  godly  out  of  temptation,  and  to  reserve  the  unjust,  unto 
the  day  of  judgment,  to  be  punished.'*  (Matt.  xxv.^41>43)— '*  These 
ahall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishment."  (Rev.  xx.  12.) — 
''And  the  dead  were  judged  out  of  those  things  written  in  the  books* 
mecording  to  their  works."  (And  15,)  "  Whosoever  was  not  found 
written  in  the  book  of  life,  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire."  (Ecc. 
*As.  14.) — *'For  God  will  brin^  every  work  into  judgment,  with 
every  secret  thin^,  whether  it  be  good,  or  whether  it  be  evil." 
Besidesthis,  there  is  a  numerous  class  of  scriptures,  from  which  the 
future  condemnation  of  the  wicked  is  a  plain  and  unavoidable  in- 
ference— such  as  (1  John  ii.  23.) — **  Little  children,  abide  in  him» 
that,  when  he  shidl  appear^  we  may  have  confidence,  and  not  be 
ashamed  before  him  at  his  coming,  (iv.  17.) — "  Herein  is  our 
love  made  perfect,  that  we  may  have  boldness  in  the  day  of 
judgment**  The  conclusion  here,  by  implication,  is,  that  if  we  do 
not  *'  abide  in  Chrisr — ^if  otir  love  is  not  <*  made  perfect/*  we 
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shall  not  have  hoUness,  but  shall  be  ashamed  before  bim  "  at  bk 
coning** — "  in  the  day  of  judgment." 

Thu-*  far,  we  see  no  relief  lo  the  picture — no  hope  for  the  sin- 
ner. Wd  have  shown  you  how,  in  chancier  and  condition,  be 
contrasts  with  the  righteous,  in  ihis  world — ^at  death — in  the  re- 
surrection state — and  at  the  day  of  judgment.  When  will  this 
contrast  cease ?     Can  Mr.  Austin  tell  us?     We  shall  see. 

My  fourteenth  Argument  is  based  on  the  doctrine  of 

A  FUTURE  AND  GENERAL  JUDGMENT. 

On  this  subject,  we  aalt  the  attention  of  Mr.  Austni  to  ttieM- 
lowing  statements,  and,  if  he  can,  let  bim  meet  th^m  one  by  oiie, 
and  overthravr  them. 

1.  Ood  has  a  ri^ht— it  is  bit  prerngatiT«  if  ^  chooses,  to  harcfa 
da\  of  p^eneral  judgment,  and  of  general  and  final  distribution  of 
rewards  and  punishments.  Tiiat  is,  we  know  of  no  ftttributs  of 
God,  no  principle  of  the  divine  |rovernmem,  and  noafgumtntfNiti 
reason,  which  would  contravene  the  divine  right,  lo  assomble  bis 
mora^  sabject^,  and  Ht  onee  and  finaiiy  award  to  every  man  m- 
corJin^  to  his  works.  Having  authorized  tbrOnes  of  judf^ment  ia 
this  world,  before  which  we  may  appear  to  implead  one  ahoiber, 
and  obtain  justice,  and  secure  tbe  eqattable  di^ribetioo  of  rewartle 
and  panisbmenrs,  it  appears  improbable  and  unreasonable  that  be 
ebouiJ  not  b^ve  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  erect  orers^l 
-these,  his  general  throne  before  which  both  jadges  a r*d  judged  juay 
be  brou;;bt  to  receive  the  decisions  of  the  bigbef-^e  bupreme 
Court  of  the  universe. 

2.  It  seems  necessary  to  ^appose  some  intaagevnent  of  tMs 
kind,  to  **  justify  the  -ways  of  <jod  to  man."  God  is  a  univerMd 
Governor ;  and  &s  he  is  an  infinitely  good  and  just  Being,  be  msit 
be  a  righteous  Governor.  But  if  we  confkie  our  views  of  his  ad- 
-ministration  to  this  life,  hie  government  cannot  be  justiKed.  God 
being  infinitely  perfect,  bis  laws  must  be  pertet ;  bts  laws  being 
perfect,  they  must  have  an  equ»l  bearing  on  his  subjects ;  boi4f 
the  power  of  retribution  extends  not  beyond  tbis  life,  bis  lawsaad 
government  bear  most  unequally,  and  tn«>re  is  no  remedy;  In<tbfs 
^vortd,  for  the  most  part,  the  wicked  bear  rule.  They  are  lofl? 
in  their  claims,  unjik>t  and  oppressive  in  their  measures;  virtue  « 
oppressed,  persecuted,  doWn-troddcn,  and  often  receives  llto 
punishment  due  to  cHrae,  while  vice  bears  a^ay  the  reward -due 
to  virtue.  Where  is  the  remedy,  if  the  emftbv  nf  Yetribution  ei- 
tends  not  beyonJ  this  life  f  If  we  may  not  nope  lor  a  rewbeanag 
before  an  unerring  judge,  when  these  numerous  tirfongs «ball  be 
made  ri^ht,  we  might  well  adopt  the  language  of  a  distinj 
Foet,  With  perhaps  more  of  beart^fdt  angdrsb  ibaa  Imk] 
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where  we  may  be  free  from  the  oppressor's  frown»  and  m  coil- 
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tQmely  of  the  proud  and  kaoghty ;  trhere  Tiee  shovM  not  encroach 
on  virtue's  rights,  and  where  oar  ears  sball  not  be  pained  with 
^  every  day's  report*'  of  wrong  and  outrage.  In  short,  we  must 
change  our  views  of  the  gootiness  of  God,  and  the  equity  and  im- 
partiality of  his  governmental  proceedings,  or  enlarge  the  field  of 
nis  operations,  and  give  his  retributive  administration  a  broader 
sweep,  that  its  perfect  results  may  be  unfolded. 

3.  This  reasoning  is  confirmed  by  scripture  and  matter  of  fact. 
Consider  the  language  of  David.  (Ps.  Ixxiii.) — "  I  was  envious 
at  the  foolish,  when  I  saw  the  prosperity  of  the  wicked.  *  * 
*-  *  They  are  corrupt,  and  speak  wjckedly  concerning  oppres- 
•ion  :  they  speak  loftily.  They  set  their  mouth  against  the  heav- 
ens, and  their  tongue  walketh  through  the  earth.  Therefore  his 
people  return  hither,  and  waters  of  a  full  cup  are  wrung  out  to 
them.  And  they  say,  how  doth  God  know  ?  and  is  there  know- 
ledge in  the  Most  High  ?  Behold,  these  are  ihe  ungodly  who 
prosper  in  the  worl.*;  they  in^rea^  in  riches.  •  •  •  When 
i  thought  to  know  (to  understand)  this,  it  was  too  painful  for  me, 
until  i  vreat  into  the  aanctuary  of  God ;  tken  under HoodltJteir  end, 
fijrely  thou  didst  set  them  in  (^lippery  placrs;  thou  castedst  them 
down  to  destruction.  *  *  *  As  a  dream  when  one  awaketh  ; 
■3  (will  their  prosperity  pass  away,  when  they  awake  to^tbe  r.'a!'« 
ties  of  eternity,  and  so,)  O  Lord,  when  thou  awakest,  (in  the  work 
ol  final  retrihutoi)  thou  shait  despise  their  image."  Here  is  {)lain 
nroof  that  the  wicked  of  th!s  w  )rld  are  to  meet  a  just  judgment 
in  the  world  to  come.  (Job  xxi.  7-15  ) — *•  Wherefore  do  the 
wicked  live,  become  old,  yea,  are  mighty  in  power?  •  •  •  • 
*  They  mnd  forth  their  little  ones  like  a  flock,  and  their  children 
dance.  They  take  the  timbrel  and  harp,  and  rejoice  at  the  sound 
of  the  organ.  They  spend  their  days  in  wealth,  and  in  a  moment 
go  down  to  the  i;rave.  Therefore  they  say  to  God,  depart 
from  u»,  for  we  desire  not  the  knowledg.^  of  thy  ways."  All  this 
would  be  inexplicable  on  any  equitable  principles,  without  an  ar- 
rangement like  that  contemplated  in  the  future  and  general  judg- 
ment. But  Job  gives  us  the  key  which  unlocks  the  myster)*,  in 
the  S(Hh  verse.  '*  The  wicked  is  restmed  to  the  day  of  destruct' 
ion  ;  they  shall  be  brought  forth  to  the  daij  of  wrath:^  How 
exactly  this  agrees  with  2  Pet.  ii  9. — '*The  Lord  knoweth  how  to 
deliver  the  god!y  out  of  temptation,  and  rexerve  the  unjust  unto 
the  day  of  judgment,  to  be  punished.*'  (F.ecl.  viii.  14,  15.) — 
V  There  be  ju9t  men,  to  whom  it  happeneth  according  to  the  work 
of  the  wicked  :  Again,  there  be  wicked  men,  to  whom  it  happen- 
eth according  to  the  work  of  the  righteous."  So,  also  (chap.  ix. 
2^)  the  fact  that  the  righteous  are  not  in  this  life  rewarded,  nor 
the  wicked  punished  to  the  full  measure  of  their  defeits,  is  set 
forth  in  the  following  language.  ^^  All  things  come  alike  to  all : 
there  iff  one  event  to  the  righteous  and  to  the  wicked  :  to  the  good, 
aad  to  the  clean,  and  to  the  unclean :  to  huxkVVkaXveasLTi&aR^^^Qs^ 
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to  him  that  sacrificeth  not :  as  is  the  frood,  so  is  the  sitiner.  and 
he  that  sweareth,  as  he  that  feareth  an  oath."  Fiom  these  pas- 
sages, it  is  as  clear  as  sun-light,  that  this  world  is  not  a  state  of 
perfect  retribution.  And,  "  because  sentence  against  an  evil  work 
[sin]  is  not  spetdily  exec\Ued^  therefore  the  heart  of  the  sons  of 
men  is  fully  ^et  in  them  to  do  evil." — (Keel.  viii.  11.)  They  abuse 
the  long  suffering  of  God,  which  is  intended  to  lead  to  salvation, 
and  make  it  the  occasion  of  increased  guilt,  and  the  enhancement 
of  their  linal  condemnation.  To  this  effect  are  the  words  of  Christ 
respecting  Chorazin  and  Bethsaida. — *'  But  I  say  unto  you,  it  shall 
be  more  tolerable  for  Tvre  and  Sidon  at  tke  day  of  judgment  than 
for  you."— (Matt.  xi.  24.) 

4.  Moreover,  on  the  ground  assumed  hy  Universalism,  this 
world  is  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribution,  Decause  the  object  of 
punishment,  as  taught  by  that  theory,  is  not  secured  in  this  life. 
The  leading  design  of  punishment  on  the  principles  of  the  Unirer* 
salist  system,  is  the  reformation  of  the  otiender;  and  punishment 
must  be  continued  in  every  case  until  this  object  is  achieved.   But  this 
design  is  not  realized  in  very  many  cases.    Men  often  grow  harder 
in  heart,  and  more  wicked  in  life,  under  the  penal  visitations  of  Ood, 
and  in  the  end,  die  in  a  state  of  impenitency  and  blasphemy.    The 
object  of  punishment  not  being  accomplished  in  this  life,  it  follows, 
if  it  be  attained  at  all,  it  must  be  in  tht  future  state  ;  otherwise, 
the  Universaiist  theory  of  punishment  is  false.     But  if  retributive 
punishment  be  inflicted  in  the  future  state,  [as  we  have  seen  it 
mu5t  be,  if  its  end  be  answered,]  then  must  God*s  work  of  judg- 
ment be  extended  to  the  future  world  also.    On  any  other  supposi- 
tion, we  should  have  punishment  without  law,  and  justice  without 
a  judge.     That  divine  retribution  is  not  finished  in  this  world,  is 
still  farther  evident  from  the  fact,  that  our  relations,  and  the  in- 
fluence we  exert  in  forming  the  character  of  others,  do  not  admit 
of  our  being  rewarded  or  punished  in  the  pireseni  life,  according  to 
our  works.     Constituted  as  they  are,  the  actions  of  men  do  not 
terminate  in  themselves,  but  the  consequences  pass  over  to  others, 
and  often  are  not  fully  developed  until  long  after  they  are  dead. 
To  punish  men  before  the  evils  of  their  conduct  had  been  real-' 
ized,  would  be  to  judge  and  punish  in  anticipation-— according  to 
what  will  be,  and  not  according  to  what  has  been.     This  would 
not  be  **  according  to  their  works  ;"  and  such  an  administration 
could  not  b(  justified  in  the  view  of  a  moral  universe,  and  hence, 
could  exert  no  salutary  practical  influence  upon  intelligent  beings. 

The  good  effected  by  Paul,  and  Howard,  was  not  confined  to 
the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  hut  has  passed  over  to  other  men 
and  other  days;  hence,  during  their  earthly  state, they  were  not 
rewarded  according  to  their  work  and  labor  of  love.  So  Paul  un- 
derstood k,  for  he  declares,  (1.  Cor.  xv.  19.) — "  If  in  this  life 
ofilyi  we  have  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  most  miserable  f^ 
whmi  he  wms  **  abouX  io  b^  «S«c«d^"  and  **  the  tioM  of  ills  do- 
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pi»tilfe  was  at  hand/*  imunniich  as  he  had  «  fought  the  good 
fight,'*  and  **  kept  the  faith,"  in  spite  of  *'  perils*'  and  '*  persecu- 
tions"— he  exulted  iu  the  contemplation  of  future  reward— '•hence- 
forth there  is  laid  up  for  me  in  heaven,  a  crown  of  righteous- 
ness." On  the  other  hand,  the  evil  efiectei!  by  the  infidel  labors 
of  Voltaire  and  Bollngbroke,  furnish  an  apt  illustration.  Their  wri- 
t  ngs  still  retain  their  power  to  blight  the  opening  buds  of  rirtue. 
The  former  «pent  a  long  life,  and  de?oted  his  large  capacity  to  the 
work  of  blaspheming  Christ  and  his  holy  religion.  The  latter 
ramtured  his  plans,  and  adjusted  the  weapons  of  his  warfare,  du- 
ring his  life  time,  but  left  the  execution  and  application  to  another 
— his  works  in  advocacy  of  infidel ity,  not  being  published  until 
aftei  his  death.  It  was  of  hira,  I  th'nk,  that  Dr.  Johnson  remarked 
with  so  mur.h  pertinentcy  and  severity — *' he  loaded  up  a  blun- 
derbuss against  Christianity,  hut  not  having  sufficient  courage  to 
fire  it  off,  left  a  sum  of  money  in  his  will  to  a  beggarly  Jew,  to 
pay  him  for  puUing  the  trigger  after  his  death."  Now,  as  men 
cannot  be  finally  and  fully  rewarded  and  punished  for  their  works, 
until  the  influence  those  works  have  exerted  in  the  formation  of 
character  in  a  state  of  probation  shall  be  fully  realized,  hence  the 
propriety  and  necessity  of  a  judgment  ff/iTfr  this  life,  which,  in  its 
decisions,  shall  be  based  upon  an  enlightened  view  of  the  entire 
character  of  human  conduct,  and  its  influence  upon  the  happiness 
of  the  moral  universe. 

5.  The  Jews  believed  in  a  future  and  general  judgment.  Of 
this  there  is  abundant  proof  in  the  Jewish  Talmuds,  ot  which  the 
following  is  a  specimen.  **  When  Rabbi  Jochanan  ben  Zachai 
was  sick,  his  disciples  came  to  visit  him;  and  when  he  saw  them, 
he  began  to  weep.  They  say  unto  him.  Rabbi !  the  light  of  Isra- 
el, the  right  hand  pillar,  the  strong  hammer,  wherefore  dost  thou 
weep  ?  He  answered  them,  if  they  were  carrying  me  before  a 
king  of  flesh  and  blood,  who  is  here  to-day,  and  to-morrow  in  the 
grave ;  who,  if  he  was  angry  with  me,  his  anger  would  not  last 
forever ;  if  he  put  me  in  prison,  his  prison  would  not  be  everlast- 
ing ;  if  be  condemned  me  to  death,  that  death  would  not  be  eter- 
nal ;  whom  I  could  soothe  with  words,  or  bribe  with  riches ;  yet, 
even4n  these  circumstances,  I  should  weep.  But  now  I  am  going 
before  the  King  of  Kings,  the  holy  and  the  blessed  God,  who  liv- 
eth  and  endureth  forever  and  forever ;  who,  if  he  be  angry  with 
me,  his  anger  will  last  forever;  if  he  put  me  in  prison,  his  bond- 
age will  be  everlasting ;  if  he  condemn  me  to  death,  that  death  will 
be  eternal ;  whom  I  cannot  soothe  with  words,  nor  bribe  with 
riches.  When,  farther,  there  are  before  me  two  ways,  the  one  to 
hell  and  the  other  to  Paradise,  and  [  know  not  in  which  they  are 
carrying  me,  shall  I  not  weep?" — (Talmud  Beracoth,  fol.  28.) 
Jossphus  speaks  thus  of  the  judgment^  as  believed  by  the  Jews. 
**  For  all  men,  the  juU  as  well  as  the  un/ttst,  shall  be  brought 
before  God,  tha  Word  ;  for  to  him  hath  the  Father  cosa!QDk^^^]^  "^^^ 
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jad^rmeiiU  and  Iw.  in  order  to  fyMI  tb#  will  of  his  Fatfwr,  aUI 
•hail  come  as  JuJ^e,  whom  we  call  Christ  For,  Minos aod  Rha* 
dananthus  are  not  ihe  Ju  lge»,  a§  ytm  Greeks  do  aappoae,  but  He 
who3i  Goi  the  Father  hath  glorified  i  cooceminc  whom  we  hare 
elsewhere  given  a  more  particular  accoiuit,  for  the  sake  of  thoee 
who  seek  aiter  truth.  This  person,  exercising  the  righleons  jniig* 
meat  of  the  Father  toward  all  meiu  hath  prepared  Aju$t  unUeatt 
for  erery  one  according  to  ht9  works;  at  whose  juci^T'Mnl sral, 
when  all  men  and  angels  and  demons  shall  stand,  they  will  send 
forth  one  voice  and  say,  jmt  rs  tke  julgment ;  the  rejoinder  to 
trhich  will  bring  a  just  sentence  npon  both  parties,  by  giving  juiitly 
to  ttiose  who  have  done  well,  an  everhisting  fruition ;  but  allotting 
to  the  lovers  of  wicked  works,  eternal  punislimeat/' — (Diacourae. 
on  Hidts.)  Our  Ix>rd  was,  as  to  his  humaDity,  a  Jew ;  and  if 
the  Jewish  people  had  been  in  error  in  regard  to  a  fulure  judg- 
ment, he  must  certainly  would  have  corrected  them.  But  so  fac 
from  having  done  this,  his  parables  and  Atber  discourses  do  most 
unequivocally  teach  the  same  doctrine.  For  him  to  have  left  them 
in  error  0.1  this  point,  while  be  corrected  their  mialakes  in  less  im* 
portant  cases,  is  not  to  be  thought  of.  The  only  coasistent  con- 
clusion is,  that  he  approved  the  doctrine,  and  reaffirmed  it. 

6.  The  doctrine  of  a  future  and  geaecal  judgment  is  most  em- 
phatically taught  in  the  Holy  Scriptures. 

1.  ft  is  represented  as  the  ju  gment  to  come.  In  Eccl.  viii.  XL 
the  judgement  is  said  to  be  postponed  to  a  future  time — ^*  sentence 
against  an  evil  work  is  twt  speeiUy  execuUd,**  (xi.  9«)^-**Rejoice« 
O  young  man,  in  thy  youth,  and  let  thy  heart  cheer  thee  in  the 
days  of  thy  youth ;  and  walk  in  the  w^ys  of  thy  heart,  and  in  the 
aight  ofi^thine  eyes;  but  know  thou^  tlmt/or  all  ikt^  Mng*,  God 
Vfill  bring  thu  intojuflgnuntJ*^  ( Acts  xxiv.  25. ) — Paul  **  reasoned 
of  righteousness,  temperance,  and  a  judgment  to  come,  Feltx 
trembled,*^  &c.  (Rom.  ii.  6-16.) — fn  these  verses,  frequently  quo- 
ted already,  the  Apostle  describes  the  retributions  of  God  aa 
adapted  to  the  character  and  works  of  men,  and  then  specifies  the 
time  when  they  ahali  be  awarded,  viz.-^**  In  the  day  wkeih  God 
ehall  judge  the  secrets  of  men,  by  Jemis  Christ,  according  lo  my 
Gospel."  This  passage  can  have  no  reference  to  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem,  since  the  Gsntile  world  generally  (who  have  not 
the  law,]  are  included  in  the  decisions  and  relribiitiona  of  the  day 
spoken  of.  (1  Tim.  iv.  8.) — ^'^  Henceforth  there  isJaid  up  for  me 
a  crown  of  righ'eousness,  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous  Judge, 
will  give  me  at  that  day"  This  cannot  refer  to  the  day  in  which 
Jerusalem  was  destroyed,  because  Paul  died  before  that  event 
toiik  place.  (Rom.  .riv.  10.)--«*  We  shall  all  stand  ^lore  the 
judgment  seat  of  Christ."  (l  Cor.  w.  5.)— ''Therefore  j^dge 
nothing  6e/or«  tke  ftffie,  ufdU  the  Lord  come;  who  vrill^.hrie||<^^(a. 
light  the  hiddea  things  of  darkness,  and  make  mauifeel  thft  cuvlH- 
0$l§  ol  the  heart.**  C^PEU  \u  ft.\-^^*£cMntMitlMMju8i«&lo  f&e 
day  q/'judgmentt  to  be  puxu«\i%^.'* 


3.  Another  point  in  oar  aryitttent  for  the  fatnrity  of  the  gen- 
«r^l  judgment  i>4,  that  it  U  to  take  place  after  death ;  h«*nce,  GoJ  is 
saiil   to   he  judge  of  the  **  quick  and  dead.**     (2  Tim.  iv.  1.) — 
Here  it  is  said,  **  The  l^ord  Je^us  Christ  shall  judge  the  quick  and 
deady  at  hi*  anpearin^,  and  his  kingdom."     (John  v.  2:^-29.) — 
In  this  place  Cnrist  says,  God  *'  hath  committed  ail  judgment  unto 
the  Son  ;'*  and  that  by  his  '*  authority  to  execute  judgment/*  "  all 
that  are  in  the  graves  shall  hear  his  voice  and  come  forth ;  they 
that  hare  done  good,  unto  the  resurrection  of  life;  and  they  that 
have  done  evil,  unto  the  resurrection  cf  damnation."    (Acts  x. 
42.) — Peter  declares  Christ   was  **  ordained   of  Goi,  to  be  the 
judge  of  quick  and  dead.'*    (Heb.  ix.  27  )— '*Aod  as  it  is  appoint- 
ed unto  men  once  to  die,  nnd  after  fh's  the  judgment:  so  Christ 
was  once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many ;  and  unto  them  that 
look  for  him,  shall  he  appear  the  second  time,  without  sin  unto  sal- 
vation "    Also,  Sl  P<iu1  speaks  of  receiving  a  crown  of  righteous- 
ness, after  his  martyrdom — which,  says  he.  **  the  righteous  jW^f 
ehaU  give  me  at  that  day.**    Finally,  in  Jude  6  — the  angels  which 
-liept  not  their  first  estate,  are  siiid  to  be  "  reserved  in  everlasting 
chains,  under  darkness,  unto  the  jwlgment  of  the  great  day.^^ 

3.  The  third  point  we  make  in  this  part  of  our  argument  is, 
that  this  day  of  general  judgment  is  said  to  be  appointed.  (Acts 
zvii.  30,  31.) — *'BecauseheAa/.^n^po{f}f«(/ar/a^,inthe  which /le  trt/Z 
pulge  the  world  in  righteousness,  by  that  man  whom  he  bath  or- 
dained ;  whereof  he  hath  given  assurance  unlo  all  men,  in  that 
he  hath  raised  him  from  the  dead."  Here  we  have  the  day  **  ap- 
pointed," the  judge  {Christ]  selected,  the  rule  of  judgment  speci- 
^ed,  **  righteousness,"  and  the  confirmation  or  proof  of  the  whole 
is  in  the  resurrection  of  Christ  **  from  the  dead." 

The  passages  (juoted  above,  to  prove  the  fact  of  a  general  judg- 
ment— and  that  it  will  take  play  in  ihe  future  worlds  are  so  di- 
rect and  specific,  that  no  comment  can  make  them  plainer ;  but 
the  construction  of  this  last  passage  is  so  peculiar  and  forcible,  that 
.we  cannot  forliear  to  give  it  in. the  briginai.  "  EsUsen  emeran  en  e 
mellei  krinein  ten  oikSumenen.**  He  [God]  estesen,  bath  appointed 
or  fixed  opon,  emeran  a  day,  ene  in  which,  mellei  he  will,  intends, 
or  is  about,  krinein  to  judge,  oikoumenen  the  world  or  **  habitable 
^lobe."  The  verb  mellei,  is  from  melldo,  and  signifies  ^^to  be 
mbout  to  do— to  intend  doing — ^to  be  about  to  come  to  pass,  or  des- 
tined to  happen.'^  Donnegan  says,  when  used  ^'  with  a  verb  in 
the  infinitive  of  the  present,  aorisi,  or  future,  it  expresses  the/u- 
ture,  in  relation  to  another  t<m#  which  is  marked  by  that  in  which 
melldo  stands."  In  the  present  case,  mellei  is  connected  with  kri- 
Item,  which  is  of  the  infiiiiiive  future :  hence  it  expresses  the  fu- 
ture in  relation  to  another  time  which  is  marked — marked  by  the 
verh  eMesen,  ^*  hath  appointed."^  The  time  marked^  is  the  day  ap- 
poiBted,  in  which  Grod  will  judge  the  world.  Donnegan  wther 
•tAtto-^^tiomemrely  uses  it  [melldo]  to  aii^ya  future  dfi^^- 
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cnl  on  the  will  or  purposes  of  men,  bnt  chiefly  to  express  that 
vrhich  is  to  follow  by  a  decree  of /af«" — in  the  present  case,  by  a 
decree  of  Ood.  Krenein^  is  from  krvno — **  to  judge,  to  separate,  pat 
asunder,  to  discriminate,  to  decide  a  diflerence,  give  a  verdict, 
pass  sentence." 

I  close  the  scriptural  representation  of  this  subject  by  reference 
to  (Rev.  XX.  12.)  ^\And  I  saw  the  dead,  small  and  great,  staad 
before  God :  and  the  books  were  opened :  and  another  book  was 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life :  and  the  dead  were  judred  out 
of  those  things  which  were  written  in  the  books,  accoraing  to 
their  works." 

The  last  statement  I  make  is,  that  thourh  the  doctrine  estab- 
lished by  this  argument  bears  with  tremendous  force  against  the 
conclusions  of  Universalism,  yet  many  Universaiists  by  the  force 
of  the  arguments  which  support  it,  have  been  corutrained  to  ad' 
mit  its  truth  and  reality.  The  biographer  of  Murray  says-*-^*  He 
looked  forward  to  a  judgment  to  come,  when  countless  numbers 
among  the  children  of  men  would  rise  to  the  resurrection  of  dam- 
nation." Murray*s  coadjutors  in  preaching  old  school  Universal- 
ism, embraced  the  same  doctrine  ;  nor  did  tneir  successors  become 
sufficiently  bold  and  reckless  to  repudiate  this  scriptural  truth, 
until  they  were  convinced  that  it  stood  directly  in  the  way  of 
their  favorite  dogma. 

The  force  of  the  argument  from  vl  future  judgment  may  be  sta- 
ted as  follows :  As  there  is  to  be  a  general  judgment  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  hence  the  future,  will  be  a  statej>f  reiribution :  and  at 
punishment  always  follows  condemnation,  those  condemned  *-a^ 
tfiat  day,^^  will  receive  subsequent  punishment :  therefore,  future 
nunishment  will  exist  after  the  decisions  of  the  daytffjudgmenL 
Now,  if  Mr.  Austin  can  rescue  the  subjects  of  that  punishment 
and  transfer  them  to  heaver^^P^ shall  be  bound  to  submit  the 
case,  and  shall  do  so  with  as  good  a  grace  as  possible,  when  the 
point  is  made  out. 

We  have  been  told  the  Jews  did  not  believe  in  endless  pun* 
ishment. 

Mr.  Austin.— Told  by  whom  ! 

Mr.  Hot^es. — We  have  been  told  by  Mr.  Austin  that  the  Jewa 
did  not  believe  in  endless  punishment.  In  the  gentleman^s  second 
speech  on  this  question  he  remarked — **  The  Jews,  the  only  peo- 
ple who  had  oral  intercourse  with  the  Creator  for  ages,  were  not 
instructed  in  that  sentiment."  Again  he  asks — **  if  they  were  lia- 
ble to  sink  into  an  endless  hell  at  death,  why  was  not  that  doc- 
trine made  known  to  them."  We  answer,  the  doctrine  was  made 
known  to  them,  and  they  taught  it,  as  we  have  just  shown  by 
quotations  from  the  Talmuds,  and  from  JosepbuS)  who  remarks, 
God  will  **  allot  to  lovers  of  wicked  works  ttemci  fmniAmtmt. 
"^   tkese  belong  the  unquenckiftfe  f^m^i  tluit  «iCMPiit-ffNl.*'-««» 
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(Discourse  on  Had«s.)  Mosfaeim  also  confirms  the  fact  thitt  the 
great  body  of  Jews  (a  few  Intidels  excepted,)  believed  the  doc- 
trine of  endless  punishment^  and  were  unanimous  in  excluding^ 
the  Gentiles  from  the  enjoyment  of  future,  endless  felicity. — (Vol. 
1,  Page  21.)  Dr.  Goodrich,  in  his  ecclesiastical  history,  states 
distinctly  that  the  Jews  believed  in  future  punishment.  Profes- 
sor Stuart  in  his  criticism  on  the  word  '^«A€o/,^'  says  the  same, 
though  Mr.  Austin  has  extorted  a  meaning  from  his  words  which 
they  will  not  bear,  and  which  the  Professor  never  intended  to 
convey.  The  word  sheol  was  never  employed  to  express  dura* 
tion,  any  more  than  the  word  Hades.  All  that  was  ever  claimed 
for  either  of  these  words  is,  that  they  reveal  a  p/oee  of  punish- 
ment— the  fact,  and  not  its  duration.  This  is  the  point  embraced 
in  the  Professor's  inquiry. — [Time  expired. 


[MB.  AUSTIN'S  EIGHTH  R£PLT.]* 

« 

If  there  are  any  more  of  our  Methodist  friends  who  mtend  to 
leave  the  house  while  I  am  speaking,  as  they  have  frequently 
done  heretofore,  they  will  confer  a  favour  upon  me  by  goin^  out 
now,  before  I  commence  my  speech.  I  can  but  admire  the  intre- 
pidity and  candor  of  men— especially  of  preachers — who  skulk 
away  when  their  favorite  sentiments  are  to  be  tested,  lest  they 
should  be  compelled  to  see  their  absurdity.  This  admiration  is 
increased,  when  they  set  themselves  up  as  impartial  judges  of 
the  meriti  of  the  discussion,  and  boast  that  the  advocate  of  their 
views  has  achieved  a  mighty  victory.  It  is  about  as  correct  a 
way  to  form  a  just  estimate,  as  it  would  be  to  find  the  weight  of 
an  object  by  the  use  of  half  a  pair  of  scales. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  hope  my  friends  will  tarry  in  the  church 
while  Mr  Austin  is  speaking. 

Mr.  Austin. — Messrs.  Moderators: — Elder  Holmes'  twelfth 
Argument  is  that  salvation  is  conditional.  From  tphat  is  it  con- 
ditional 1  He  astiimes  it  is  from  eternal  agony.  This  is  beg- 
ging the  question.  He  has  not  proved  that  there  is,  or  will, 
or  can  be,  any  such  thing  as  endless  woe.  This  must  first  be 
done,  before  he  can  talk  about  salvation  from  it  it,  whether  con^ 

*  A  remark  on  page  696,  may  be  misunderstood.  My  words  are  that  I  have  not 
•aid  in  this  debate  that  Paitrnity  was  an  attiibote  oTGod.  On  looking  back  to 
to  page.  233.  I  find  1  made  a  remark  which  implies  thet  paternity  is  an  attribnto. 
That  remark  was  in  reply  to  sn  argument  of  Elder  Holmes,  in  which  I  understood 
him  to  declare  that  Paternity  was  one  of  the  attributes  of  the  Moot  High.  What 
I  designed  to  say  on  page  G96,  is  that  while  I  consider  paternity  an  mttrilvte  of  tho 
Creator,  yet  I  have  laid  no  stress  on  that  point.  My  arguments  have  been  drawm 
from  tho  fact  that  God  is  the  Parent  of  ->U  men.  l\'hether  '*  paternity''  is,  or  io 
not, an  attribute,  cannot  weaken,  or  effect  that  arfQmcal  in  any  sonso. 
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ditiond  (St  nncondMonal  f  Of  what  arail  to  enter  upon  a  labcned 
argument  to  proye  that  salvation  is  eondilional^  from  what  does 
not  exist  ?  Let  him  show  that  mankind  are  exposed  to  ceaseless 
wretchedness,  and  then  there  will  be  something  for  his  argument 
to  rest  upon  at  least;  however  illogical  and  unsound  it'may  be  in 
other  respects. 

I  acknowledge  that  salration  from  fin  and  unbelief  is  condi- 
tional.   There  is  no  way  in  which  the  human  soul  can  become 
absolved  from  its  servitude  to  these  destroyers  of  its  happiness, 
•except  by  repentance  and/ii/M.     Hence  these  become  the  terms 
or  conditions  of  salvation.     The  existence  of  these  terras,  fur- 
nishes no  proof  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question. 
Before  he  can  find  any  evidence  from  this  source,  he  must  show 
that  men  will  neoer  comply  with  these  terms.     This  circumstance 
csLnnoi  be  taken  for  granted.    It  is  vital  to  the  strength  of  his  argu- 
ment, and  must  be  proved,  by  the  most  convincing  evidence.     Let 
my  friend  remember  he  is  in  the  affirmntive^  and  he  cannot  be 
allowed  to  assume  a  negative.     To  contend  that  some  men  will 
never  be  saved,  because  salvation  is  conditional  on  faith  and  re- 
pentance, is  as  sound  as  it  would   be  to  say  that  some  men  will 
starve  to  death  in  the  midst  food,  because  their  partaking  of  it,  is 
conditional  on  their  reaching  forth  their  ban Js  and  taking  it ! 
The  probability,  nay  the  certainty  of  the  case,  is  against  the  El- 
der's argument.     Many  wicked  men  do  comply  witli  the  condi- 
tions of  salvation — they  believe  in  Christ,  and  experience  the 
salvation  of  the  gospel.     This  shows  sinners  have  the  power,  the 
privilege,  of  complying  with  the  stipulated^  terms.     VVhat  one 
sinner  does,  to  become  released  from  the  evils  of  disobedience 
and  unbelief,  ail  sinners  will  do  in  process  of  time,  unless  espe- 
cially pr^v^riferf  by  divine  interposition — which  cannot  be  sup- 
posed.    The  difference  between  sinners,  in  regard  to  complying 
with  the  conditions  of  salvation,  is  entirely  one  of  time.     Some 
repent  in  youth,  others  in  middle  life,    others  still,  not  until  old 
as;e ;  and  some  not  at  all,  in  this  world.     What  then  1    Does  the 
Hlder  say  they  will  never^  repent  ?     Where  is  his  proof  ?     An 
atsertion  on  this  point,  is  nothing.     It  might  with  as  much  pro- 
priety be  maintained  that  those  wh'>  do  not  repeat  in  youth,  will 
not  repent  in  middle  life,  or  in  old  a^e  as  that  those,  who  do  not 
comply  with  the  terms  of  salvation  in  this  existence,  will  not  in 
the  next.     No  one  dares  say  that  Gud  wiWvreverU  them — or  that 
Christ,  angels  or  saints,  will  prevent  them !     In  that  world  they 
will  come  under  higher  and  better  influences — will  feel  the  odi« 
ousness  of  sin,  and  behold  the  beauty  of  righteousness  more  sen- 
•ibly :  and  at  length,  all  will  turn  to  the  Redeemer,  embrace  his 
gospel,  and  enjoy  its  light  and  love  !     This  is  not  mere  assertion 
dn  my  part.     Tae  scriptures  abundantly  corroborate  it,  in  many 
1|>a3sages  I  might  quote.    The  following  must  suffice. — **  Wl^^ 
fore  Oroi  also  h^ia  h\gh\y  exaiUei  hiou  and  ^iven  him  a  name 
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which  18  above  ererv  name.  That  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  every 
knee  should  bovy,  oi  things  in  heaven,  and  things  in  earth,  and 
things  under  the  earth ;  and  that  every  tongue  should  confess 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."— 
(Phil.  ii.  9-11.)  This  bowing  of  the  knee  and  confessing  of  the 
tongue,  which  is  yet  to  be  witnessed  from  all  men,  is  a  most  con- 
vincing evidence  that  all  will  then  have  complied  with  every  con- 
dition of  gospel  salvation. 

The  Elder  says  the  notion  that  those  who  die  in  sin,  are  "  un- 
conditionally "  saved  in  heaven,  cannot  be  proved.  The  frequent 
charging  me  with  believing  in  "  unconditional "  salvation,  after 
my  repeated  denials^  shows  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  my  oppo- 
nent, to  persevere  in  willful  misrepresentation,  which  the  audience 
and  the  world  will  duly  appreciate.  The  manner  in  which  those 
who  die  in  sin  will  be  saved  in  the  future  world,  has  just  been 
described.  Hence  all  he  says  about  their  bein^  no  promise  of 
spiritual  salvation  without  conditions^  is  wholly  irrelevant.  His 
declaration  that  all  the  promises  of  future  salvation,  are  made 
alone  to  the  right eous^  is  a  small  mistake.  They  are  made  to  all 
men.  And  the  sinful  will  inherit  that  salvation,  the  moment  they 
comply  with  the  terms,  and  turn  from  sin  to  righteousness,  when- 
ever and  wherever  that  may  be. 

Mr.  Holmes  has  quoted  several  passages  to  show  that  eternal 
happiness  depends  on  the  deeds  of  this  life.  His  course'on  this 
point  shows  a  remarkable  lameness.  I  have  insisted  that  he 
holds  the  doctrine  of  salvation  by  worh — that  immortal  felicity 
depends  upon  men^s  works  here— which  is  in  dirtct  conflict 
with  the  scriptures.  He  has  repeatedly  denied  this  sentiment.  But 
soon  he  falls  to  quoting  scripture,  as  in  the  present  instance,  to 
prove  the  verj*^  doctrine  he  had  just  denied. 

My  partial ist  brother  clergymen  will  pardon  me  for  plainly 
•aying,  that  they  have  maifested  in  regard  to  the  scripture  phrase 
**eternal  life,^^  a  stupidity  and  ignorance  which  is  truly  astonish- 
ing.    That  the  class  of  passages  where  these  words  occur  has 
not  the  slightest  reference  to  the  other  world,  in  contmdistinction 
to  this,  is  self-evident  from  the  phraseology.     What  is  **eternal 
life?^^     Elder  Holmes  and  his  clerical  co-workers,  declare  it  is  a 
condition  of  endless  happiness,  in  the  future  world.     In  this,  how- 
ever, they  contradict  the  Savior,   who  says—  "  This  is  life  eter^ 
fialf  that  they  might  know  thee,  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus 
Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent.'' — (Johnxvii.3.)     "Verily,  verily,  I 
say  unto  you,  he  that  heareth  my  word,  and  believeth  on  him 
that  sent  me,  hath  everlasting  life,  [not  will  hs^ve  it  hereafter,] 
and  shall  not  come  into  condemnation,  but  is  passed  from  death 
unto  life." — (John  v.  14.)    Eternal  life,  everlasting  life,  consists 
in  possessing  a  knowledge  of  God  and  Christ,  and  is  something 
that  men  can  obtain  and  enjoy  in  this  world !  What  folly  to  ^upte 
«uch  expressions  to  prove  that  only  a  part  of  mankind  will  b^ 
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forever  happy  hereafter.  The  word  aionion,  rendered  eternal  or 
everlasting,  has  not  in  these  passages^  the  sense  of  duration,  hat 
signifies  mat  which  is  spiritual.  Some  writers  maintain  that  sptr- 
itual,  is  the  primary  meaning  which  was  anciently  attached  to 
aionion.  Let  the  passages  quoted  hy  Elder  Holmes,  be  read 
^^spiritual  life.''  instead  of  eternal  life,  and    their  true  sense  will 

be  obtained.  ,  •    t-,.     tt  ,        ,i-_i 

This  subject  reminds  me  to  notice  a  remark  m  Elder  Holmes  thtrd 
speech,  which  affords  a  good  specimen  of  his  lack  oi  fairness  as 
a  controYersialist.  He  cnarges  me  with  maintaining  that  a  man 
can  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  without  having  eternal  life*  He 
well  knows  this  is  not  my  view.  The  ground  I  take  is,  that 
"eternal  life,"  consists  in  possessing  and  enjoying  a  knowledge 
of  God  and  Christ.  Hence  a  man  cannot  be  finally  holy  and 
happy  without  this  knowledge.  But  he  may  have  this  knowl- 
edee,  this  eternal  life,  without  being  in  a  state  of  final  or  perfect 
holiness  and  happiness. 

The  thirteenth  Argument  which  Elder  Holmes  introduces  in 
defence  of  Endless  Punishment,  is  the  Contrast  between  the  righi- 
eous  and  the  wicked.  That  there  is  a  contrast  between  the  condi- 
tion of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  it  only  requires  the  exercise 
of  our  senses  to  discover.  That  there  will  always  be  a  contrast 
in  their  circumstances  and  enjoyments,  so  long  as  the  wicked  con- 
tinue wicked,  is  self-evident.  But  I  trust  the  audience  will  have 
sufficient  penetration  to  see  that  to  prove  there  is  a  contrast  be- 
tween the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  in  life,  at  death,  or  any 
other  time,  is  one  thing,  and  to  prove  that  men  will  always  remain 
wicked,  is  another  thing.  There  is  no  possible  connection  be- 
tween the  two  subjects.  Yet  on  their  identity  rests  all  the  strength 
there  is  in  the  Elder's  present  argument.  Because  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  does  it  follow  that 
the  wicked  will  not  reiorm  and  become  righteous  1  So  long  as 
men  remain  wicked,  this  contrast  will  exist.  But  I  have  adduced 
a  mass  of  testimony  in  this  discussion  to  show  that  all  the  wicked 
will  eventually  re/orra.  When  this  takes  place,  the  contrast  will 
cease. 

The  Elder  introduces  the  parable  of  the  Rich  Man  and  Laza- 
rus, to  show  that  there  is  a  contrast  between  the  righteous  and 
the  wicked  after  death.  To  allow  this,  would  grant  him  not  the 
slightest  evidence  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  Question. 
Because  men  are  wicked  after  death,  is  no  more  proof  that  they 
will  always  continue  wicked,  than  the  wickedness  of  a  willful 
boy,  is  evidence  that  he  will  never  become  a  good  and  useful 
man.  To  obtain  proof  in  support  of  his  argument  from  the  Rich 
Man  and  Lazarus,  he  is  compelled  to  assume  that  it  is  a  literal 
history  oi  two  veritable  individuals.     The  custom  prevailing  quite 
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generally  among  the  more  ignorant  portion  of  the  partialist  cler- 
gy, of  claiming  this  portion  of  scripture  as  a  literal  history,  in- 
volves them  in  a  mass  of  ridiculous  absurdities.     To  suppose  that 
one  man  could  literally  repose  in  the  hosom  of  another — that 
Abraham^s  bosom  is  literally  heaven — that  hell  is  a  sea  of  literal 
fire — that  it  is  divided  from  neaven  only  by  a  gulf  so  narrow  that 
conversation  can  be  carried  across  it,  and  that  the  inhabitants  of 
heaven  and  hell  are  in  the  habit  of  talking  with  each  other — is  to 
plunffe  into  so  much  icross  and  childish  nonsense,  that  it  is  as- 
tonishing men  making  pretensions  to  good  sense  and  education, 
can  ha^e  committed  themselves  to  such  a  construction  !    The 
whole  structure  of  the  account,  shows  the  Rich  Man  and  Lazarus 
was  uttered  by  Jesus  slb  sparable.    The  learned  and  eminent  Dr. 
Lightfoot,  ridicules  the  idea  that  it  is  a  literal  history.     He  says, 
**  That  it  was  a  parable,  not  only  the  consent  of  nil  expositors  may 
assure  us,  but  tne  thing  itself  speaks  it."     Whitby,  Hammond, 
Gill,  and  other  well  known  commentators,  also  contend  that  it  is 
a  parable.    But  to  settle  this  point,  Saurin  the  celebrated  Huge- 
not  preacher,  and  Archbishop  Tillotson,  declare  that  in  some  an- 
cient manuscript  copies  of  the  New  Testament,  the  account  com- 
mences as  follows :    **  And  he  spake  a  parable  unto  them,  say- 
ing. There  was  a  certain  rich  man,**  etc.    The  passage  being  thus 
a  parable,  it  has  no  reference  to  the  future  world — ogives  no  de- 
scription of  the  condition  of  men  there,  and  thus  fails  of  the  pur- 
Sose  for  which  Elder  Holmes  introduced  it.     What  are  we  to  un- 
erstand  by  this  parable '^     Let  me  answer  briefly.     1.  By  the 
Rich  Man  the  Savior  represents  the  Jews,  especially  their  priest- 
hood.    2.  By  the  beggar,  he  represents  the  Gentile  world.     3. 
By  the  death  of  the  two  personages,  he  describes  the  change  in 
the  circumstances  of  both  Jews  and  Gentiles,  which  took  place  at 
the  introduction  of  the  gospel  dispensation.     4.  The  Rich  Man  in 
hell  [hades]  represents  the  wretched  condition  of  the  Jews,  when 
God  had  placed  them  aside  as  his  chosen  people.     5.  The  beggar 
in  Abraham's  bosom,  mdicates  the  entrance  of  the  Gentiles  into 
the  gospel  kingdom  which  the  Redeemer  established  on  earth. 
6.  The  great  gulf  signifies  the  unbelief  of  the  Jews  in  the  Redeem- 
er, whereby  they  have  been  kept  in  their  unhappy  state  of  alien- 
ation unto  this  day.    This  application  might  be  carried  farther  in 
regard  to  several  minor  points,  but  time  will  not  allow. 

Elder  Holmes  claims  that  the  Bible  describes  a  contrast  between 
the  righteous  and  the  wicked  in  the  resitrrection  state.  Suppo- 
sing I  should  allow  this  to  be  true,  my  friend  would  gain  notnmg 
by  the  admission.  As  I  have  already  shown,  if  men  enter  the 
next  life  in  an  alineated  state  of  the  heart,  it  is  no  evidence  they 
will  remain  so  forever.  The  evidence  we  have  seen,  is  on  the 
other  side,  that  they  will  amend  and  become  obedient.  The  scrip- 
tures however,  which  the  Elder  quotes,  do  not  support  him  in 
the  position  he  has  assumed.    He  introduces  a  ^umm|^  Vc^^ 
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Lttke  xW.  14,  whicb  speaks  of  "  tlia  Resurfeettoii  ol  ^  jmitJ^ 
That  the  Savior  coukl  not  have  referred  in  this  language,  to  the 

SmmFol  resurrection  of  the  dead,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
ere  is  but  one  kind  of  such  resurrection.  The  scriptures  do  not 
teach  that  there  is  a  resurrection  of  one  class  of  men,  and  not  of 
another.  But  all  arise  from  the  power  of  the  grave.  The  word 
*^  resurrection,"  has  a  variety  of  significations  in  the  scriptures. 
Any  important  chanfl^e  of  circumstances,  especially  any  exalta- 
tion, is  represented  oy  the  word  resurrection  ianasUuu.'\  The 
lesurrection  of  the  just,  evidentlv  alludes  to  the  time  when  the 
early  followers  of  Christ,  should  he  delivered  from  their  persecu- 
tors, and  restored  to  that  public  estimation,  and  the  enjoyment 
of  those  rights,  to  which  they  were  entitled.  This  restoratioa 
took  place  at  the  overthrow  of  the  Jewish  nation.  The  same 
view  of  the  word  Resurrection,  should  be  taken  in  the  passage 
where  St.  Paul  speaks  of  attaining  unto  the  resurrection  of  the 
dead.  He  could  not  have  referred  to  the  literal  resurrection  of 
the  dead.  That  resurrection  does  not  depend  in  the  least  upon 
men^s  labors,  efforts  or  deserts.  All  men  are  to  be  raised  from 
the  dead,  by  the  power  of  God.  The  resurrection  after  which 
St.  Paul  was  striving,  was  a  moral  or  spiritual  elevation,  or  de- 
liverance from  the  ignorance,  predjudice  and  sinfulness  which 
prevailed  in  that  day,  and  from  the  evils  which  beset  the  follow- 
ers of  Christ  in  consequence  of  their  faithfulness  in  proclaiming 
his  ffospel. 

My  friend  has  introduced  John  v.  28,  29,  to  .prove  his  contrast 
.  between  the  condition  of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked  in  the 
l^eneral  resurrection.  And  here  he  commits  his  usual  blunder,  in 
taking  it  fpr  granted  this  passage  refers  to  the  literal  resurrection 
of  the  dead,  when  it  shows  upon  its  face,  that  it  is  a  mortU  or 
spiritual  resurrection  to  which  the  Savior  alludes.  As  I  have 
already  explained  this  passage,*  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  dwell 
upon  it  now. 

The  Elder  has  also  brought  to  ocr  notice  **  the  second  death,^' 
in  Rev.  xx.  14.  Why  cannot  men  of  sense  see  that  in  a  discus- 
sion like  this,  it  is  not  enough  simply  to  quote  a  disputed  pas- 
sage, and  assume  that  it  has  a  particular  meaning,  without  fur- 
nishing proof  in  support  of  it !  Has  my  opponent  shown  any 
evidence  that  the  second  death  signifies  a  state  of  endless  suffering  ? 
Not  a  particle.  His  ipse  dixit  is  all  that  the  audience  has  to  de- 
nend  upon.  In  this  assumption  he  overthrows  principles  he  has 
neretoiore  laid.^own.  He  i)as  insisted  that  in  death  there  is  no 
element  of  life — that  it  is  a  total  extinction  of  happiness.  If  this 
be  true — ii  the  first  death  is  a  total  extij^ction  of  iile  and  happi- 
ness, how  then,  can  there  be  a  second  death — in  his  view  of  the 
subject  ?    Can  we  say  of  a  disad  body,  that  somf^me  haa^  it 
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win  be  dead  a  second  titne — that  it  will  experience  a  second  dilh 
•olation  t  I  trust  the  audience  well  know  the  book  of  Rerela- 
tions  is  highly  figurative  in  its  style.  To  take  the  metaphorical 
expressions  of  such  a  book,  and  apply  them  titeraUy  to  the  sup- 
port of  any  doctrine,  is  to  show  ettner  a  consummate  ignorance, 
on  the  part  of  him  who  does  it,  or  a  desposition  to  insult  the  good 
sense  of  community !  The  "  second  death,''  is  a  figuratire  lotm 
of  speech,  used  by  the  Revelator  unquestionably  in  reference  to 
€rod''s  dealings  with  the  Jews.  It  was  a  national  death.  The 
first  death  of  that  people,  was  their  Babylonian  captivity.  Hence 
the  prophet  in  foretelling  their  release  from  it,  and  their  return  to 
Judea,  describes  it  as  their  coming  forth  from  their  graves. — (See 
Ezek.  xxxvii.  12.)  The  second  death  was  similar  in  its  nature. 
It  was  a  national  death.  It  indicates  the  state  of  darkness,  unbe- 
lief and  wretchedness,  into  which  the  Jews  as  a  people  were  cast, 
Aoon  after  the  death  of  Christ,  and  in  which  they  continue  to  the 
present  day. 

Elder  Holmes  says  that  men  witl  be  the  same  in  the  resurrection, 
as  at  death.  How  presumptuous  and  blind  is  such  an  assertion. 
Can  a  man  who  has  ever  faithfully  and  understandingly  read  his 
Bible  for  an  hour,  make  a  declaration  so  perfectly  groundless  1 
It  positively  and  flatly  contradicts  the  plain  language  of  St  Paul. 
In  his  description  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  he  says — "Be- 
hold, I  show  you  a  mystery.  We  shall  not  all  sleep,  but  We 
shall  ALL  be  CHANGED,  in  a  moment,  in  the  twinkbng  o(  an 
eye,  at  the  last  trumpet.  For  the  tttfrnpet  shall  sound,  and  the 
dead  shall  be  raised  tncorruptible,  and  we  shall  be  changed.  For 
this  corruption  must  put  on  inoorrisption^  and  this  mortal  must  put 
on  immortality." — {I  Cor.  xv.  51-53.) 

My  opponent  insists  that  a  contrast  will  exist  between  the 
^ghteous  and  the  wicked  in  the  Day  of  Judgment.  That  such  a 
contrast  exists  in  the  true  day  or  time  of  judgment,  I  have  no 
doubt.  But  before  the  Elder  qnotes  Scripture  to  show  such  con- 
trast will  exist  in  a  future  general  day  of  judgment,  he  had  better 
prove  such  a  day  is  ever  to  arrive.  I  denyihtd  tlie  Bible  gives  the 
slightest  sanction  to  such  a  notion,  eind  will  show  in  due  time,  that 
this  denial  is  not  mere  assertion. 

Mr.  Holmes*  fourteenth  Argument  in  defence  of  Endlt^ss  Punish- 
ment,  he  attempts  to  draw  from  a  Future  and  General  Day  of 
Judgment.  I  wish  the  audience  to  notice  that  this  argument  has 
not  the  slightest  relation  to  the  subject  under  consideration.  If 
he  could  introduce  proof  that  such  a  judgment  will  take  place  in 
the  future  worW,  it  would  neither  prove  Universalism  false,  or 
endless  misery  true.  Many  Universalists  have  believed  in  a  day 
of  Judgmment  in  the  next  life.  They  maintain  that  the  punish- 
ment inflicted  on  the  wicked  at  that  tiibe.  Will  be  temporary  and 
remedial,  and  will  result  in  their  anlendmentand  restoration  to  ho- 
lijt^s  and  bappkiess.    These  news  the  fild^t  HcosXts^^s^T^KKra— ^^^^ 
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mast  ftbow  tbat  the  pttniehments  inflicted  on  the  wicked  kt  hw  fa» 
tare  day  of  judgment,  will  not  be  remeiiial  and  restoring^  btttrin* 
dictive,  revengefal  and  unending — before  bis  argument  can  be  of 
the  slightest  avail  to  him. 

This  argument  from  the  Day  of  Jud^ent  abounds  with  assump- 
tions of  the  most  bare-faced  description.  Let  me  notice  a  few  of 
the  most  prominent.  1.  The  Elder  assumes,  as  we  have  seen, 
that  punishments  inflicted  upon  the  wicked  at  that  time,  will  be 
endless.  This  he  haa  not  proved,  and  cannot.  2.  He  assumes 
that  the  day  of  Judgment^  and  the  literal  rtaurreclUm  of  the  eUad, 
will  be  simultaneous.  Whereas,  in  the  Bible,  they  are  never  re- 
presented as  occuring  at  the  same  time,  or  in  any  way  connected ; 
ojut  they  are  invariably  described  as  events  which  will  take  place 
at  different  times,  and  at  periods  far  apart.  Those  passages  of 
Scripture  which  speak  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  say  nothing 
of  a  judgment:  and  those  which  speak  of  ajadgment,  make  no 
mention  of  the  resurrection.  3.  He  assumes,  that  to  juc/g-e  man- 
kind signifies  to  assemble  them  in  a  body — institute  a  judicial  trial, 
and  pass  sentence  upon  them.  But  the  word  **  judge"  or  "judg- 
ment,"— [krima,  krimin,  kriseos^]  is  frequently  used  in  the  Scrip- 
ture to  designate  power  to  reign,  to  exercise  authority,  dominion. 
To  judge  men  is  to  rule  over  them  as  a  Prince  or  a  Sovereign. 
4.  He  assumes,  that  the  judgment  is  to  take  place  at  a  time  still 
future,  and  in  another  world ;  whereas,  the  Bible  declares  that  il 
takes  place  on  the  earth,  and  commenced  eighteen  centuries  ago. 
There  can  be  nothing  more  positive  than  the  assertions  of  the  Scrip- 
tures,  that  Christ's  judgment  takes  place  in  this  world.  They  do 
not  describe  mankind  as  going  into  another  world  to  be  judged,  but 
assert  that  Christ  came  into  this  world  to  judge.  Jesus  says — *^For 
judgment  I  am  come  into  THIS  world." — (John  ix.  39.)  "Verily 
he  is  a  God  that  judgeth  in  the  «ir(A.'*---(Ps.  Iviii.  11.)  ''His 
judgments  are  in  ail  tfie  earth," — (Ps.  cv.  7.)  **  I  am  the  Lord 
which  exercise  loving-kindness,  judgment  and  righteousness,  in 
the  earth.^* — (Jer.  ix.  24.)  Those  passages  which  speak  of  Christ 
accompanied  by  his  angels,  preparing  to  judge  mankind,  describe 
him  as  coming  to  this  world,  to  engage  in  that  work,  and  not  man* 
kind  as  going  to  them  in  another  world  after  death.  For  instance 
— "  When  the  Son  of  man  shall  COME  in  his  glory,  and  ail  the 
holy  angels  with  him,"  etc. — (Matt.  xxv.  31.)  •*  For  the  Son  of 
man  shall  COME  in  the  glory  of  his  Father,  with  his  angels/'  etc. 
— (Matt.  xvi.  27.)  That  judgment  is  not  deferred  to  an  indefinite 
time  still  future,  but  commenc^  with  the  introduction  of  the  Chris- 
tian era,  is  evident  from  the  plainest  declarations  of  Christ.  He 
says — "  NOW,  is  the  judgment  of  this  world." — (John  xii.  31.)  tn 
reference  to  the  time  when  he  should  "  come"  with  his  holy  an- 
gels, to  judge  the  world,  the  Savior  declares — '^VetilY  ^  ^"^f  ^^'^ 
you,  this  generation  shall  not  pass,  till  all  these  things  be  fuifiUedL** 
^(Matt.  xxiv.  34.)  '^  X«xVi^ \  la.^  >3a\o  ^ou^  there  be  some  itonA- 
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ing  here  which  shall  not  taste  of  death,  till  they  see  the  Son  of 
man  coining  in  his  kingdom." — (Matt.  xvi.  28.)  These  passages 
teach  us  that  Christ^s  judgment  is  in  the  earth,  and  commenced  at 
the  introduction  of  the  Christian  era.  5.  Elder  Holmes  assumes 
that  the  judgment  which  is  to  be  executed  by  Christ,  will  not 
take  place  until  the  close  of  his  Mediatorial  reign,  whereas  the 
scriptures  represent  it  as  taking  place,  or  beginning  at  the  com- 
mencement of  his  reign.  In  the  description  of  the  close  of  the 
reign  of  Jesus — (1  Cor.  xv.  24) — when  he  shall  deliver  up  the 
kingdom  into  the  hands  oi  his  Father,  not  a  word  is  said  of  a 
judgment  or  trial  of  mankind.  There  will  be  no  need  of  it.  All 
men  will  then  be  subdued  to  Jesus — will  be  fitted  for  the  residence 
of  God's  spirit,  and  *'  God  will  be  all  in  all !"  But  in  those  pas- 
sages which  speak  of  his  coming  to  commence  his  reign,  we  have 
the  assurance  that  he  begins  at  the  same  time  his  judgment  of  the 
world.  He  exercises  authority  over  men,  and  rewards  them  ac- 
cording to  their  dced8.--(See  Matt.  xvi.  27,  28.)  6.  The  Elder 
assumes  that  the  word  '*  day,"  when  connected  with  judgment, 
signifies  a  period  of  twenty-four  hours.  But  the  original  Greek 
word  emerauy  from  which  day  is  translated  frequently  signifies  an 
era,  a  time,  a  dispensation. 

In  view  of  all  these  facts,  we  learn  that  the  New  Testament 
doctrine  of  a  Day  of  Judgment,  is  that  the  Father  in  bestowing 
upon  his  Son  Jesus  his  Mediatorial  kingdom,  clothed  him  with 
power  to  judge  the  earth,  or  exercise  rule  and  authority  over  all 
men,  until  he  brings  the  entire  race  into  subjection  to  his  gentle 
rei^n.  Then  his  mission  will  be  accomplished — his  work  will  be 
finished — and  mankind  will  be  reconciled  to  God.  He  will  de- 
liver up  the  kingdom  to  him  from  whom  he  received  it,  and  thence- 
forward God  will  be  ALL  in  ALL ! ! 

The  doctrine  of  a  day  of  general  day  of  judgment  in  a  future  ex- 
istence, is  founded  on  strange  views  of  God's  proceedings.  It  attrib- 
utes to  Deity  the  principle  of  punishing  first,  and  afterwards  institu- 
ting a  trial  to  test  the  guilt  of  the  punished.  The  Elder  believes 
that  when  sinners  die,  their  Creator  sends  them  immediately  to 
hell,  into  the  midst  of  the  fiercest  displays  of  his  wrath.  After 
enduring  the  terrible  agonies  of  that  abode  for  thousands,  and  it 
may  be  millions  of  years,  they  are  broueht  out  and  arraigned  at 
the  judgment-bar  for  trial,  to  ascertain  wnether  they  are  innocent 
or  guilty.  If  they  prove  to  be  guilty,  they  are  remanded  to  their 
fiery  prison,  to  remain  there  forever.  But  if  any  should  be  found 
innocent,  I  suppose  they  would  be  allowed  to  enter  heaven — 
though  what  r^aration  they  would  receive  for  their  long  and 
unjust  punishment,  cannot  well  be  conceived.  This  proceeding 
woul4  be  like  incarcerating  a  man  in  the  State  Prison  for  forty 
years,  and  then  bringing  him  before  a  court  for  trial !  Would  not 
such  proceedings  among  men,  be  a  mockery  of  all  justice.    Yet 
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such  imperfections  are  ,>harged  upon  the  goTernment  of  God  by 
theologians  of  the  partialist  class. 

One  of  the  reasons  which  Elder  Holmes  urges  as  sbowinr  the 
necessity  of  a  futsre  day  of  judgment,  is  that  in  this  world  the 
wicked  are  proiperyus  and  happy,  and  the  pious  are  burthened  widt 
trouble^  and  experience  great  unkappiness  f    From  the  commence- 
ment of  this  debate,  I  have  charged  Elder  Holmes  with  proclaiaiinr 
a  doctrine  which  isiicentioos  and  demoralizing^  which  encouraged 
men  in  sin,  by  describing  the  life  of  the  sinner  as  prosperoos  and 
happy,  while  that  of  the  righteous  as  dark  and    uninriting.    He 
has  repeatedly  denied  entertaining  these  yiews,  and  with  much 
warmth  and  vehemence,  has  attributed  to  me  a  disposition  to  mis- 
represent him.  But  behold,  in  the  declaration  I  am  noticing,  heos- 
conseiou^  acknowledges  all  I  have  laid  to  the  charge  of  ha  sen- 
timents !  The  wicked  are  *^  prosperous"  and  fiappy---'Xhe  pious  are 
fidl  of  trouble  !    Believing  this  statement,  the  man  inclined  to  siii| 
reasons  with  himself  that  he  can  enjoy  ^*  prosperity*  and  **  kappi' 
Yiess"  by  indulging  in  sin,  and  as  to  future  consequences,  they  can 
easily  be  avoiTOd  by  repentance  before  death.    The  way  is  opened 
for  him— opened  by  my  opposer  and  his  brother  evangelicals — and 
the  sinner  plunges  into  wickedness.     Can  any  man  blame  me  for 
insisting  such  sentiments  are  demoralizing/!    How  perfectly  such 
a  doctrme  as  this,  contradicts  the  word  of  God.     That  volnme  de- 
clares "  the  path  of  the  just  is  as  the  shining  light," — that  **  wis- 
dom's ways,  are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are  peace." 
But  Elder  Holmes  says  the  pious  walk  in  a  hard  smd  thorny  way ! 
The  Bible  declares  "  there  is  no  peace  to  the  wicked."    The  El- 
der insists  they  enjoy  peace,  prosperity,  and  happiness ! !    After 
this  exposure — ^this  display  of  marked  disbelief ,  and  even  contempt 
of  the  plainest  declarations  of  God's  word— can  it  excite  any  sur- 
prise that  my  opponent  advocates  a  sentiment  so  unscriptural,  so 
malignant  and  blasphemous,  as  endless  misery  ? 

He  refers  to  the  case  of  David,  in  the  73d  Psalm.  David  was 
once  envious  of  the  wicked — he  thought  they  enjoyed  life  much 
better  than  the  upright,  and  that  it  was  of  no  avail  to  serve  God  so 
far  as  the  things  of  this  world  are  concerned.  When  he  entertained 
these  sentiments  his  views  perfectly  coincided  with  those  now 
believed  by  Elder  Holmes,  and  others  of  his  class.  Bnt  when 
David  entered  the  sanctuary,  and  was  taught  by  the  Lord  as  to  the 
true  condition  of  the  wicked,  he  found  he  had  been  mistaken  in  his 
former  views  regarding  their  happiness.  He  was  instructed  they 
were  involved  in  anxiety  and  distress,  that  thejrwere  in  the  midst 
of  destruction  and  anguish !— and  that  their  lives  werenot  peace- 
ful and  happy,  but  dark  and  wretched !  From  that  time,0avid  had 
no  more  to  say  about  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of  the  sinnil.  So 
ashamed  was  he  of  his  former  foolishness  and  ignoianc^iespeeti^g 
them,that  he  declares  he  was  a  very  "  beast"  in  his  blindnesa.  It 
'  '    be  supposed  \haX  this  confession  of  the  Psalmist  would  be  u 
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rebuke  sufficieiiUy  eevere  to  teach  modern  evAngeliste  the  folly  of 
entertaiakig  similar  notions  in  regard  to  the  *^  prosperity'*  of  wicked 
men!  1 

As  to  the  charge  he  has  made  against  me,  in  his  sixth  speech/ 
of  a  willingness  to  falsify  the  truth,  when  I  can  do  so  without  fear 
of  detection,  it  is  beneath  an  honorable  and  high  minded  man,  and 
one  which  no  ffentleman  or  christian  would  nuike.  That  the  pub- 
lic will  so  decide  I  have  no  doubt.  Upon  what  ground  my  antagonist 
utters  such  base  allegations  I  know  not,  except  that  like  low  minded 
and  uncultivated  men  in  general,  he  falls  into  the  idea  that  I  must 
he  influenced  by  thti  same  principles  of  action  which  govern  his 
own  proceedings. 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  from  Josepheus  and  the  Talmuds  to  prove 
that  the  Jews,  in  the  days  of  Christ,  believed  in  a  future  general 
judgment.  How  does  this  help  my  friend?  If  the  Jews  believed 
in  a  future  day  of  judgment,  and  in  endless  torments,  it  does  not 
prove  those  sentiments  to  be  trne,  but  casts  great  suspicion  upon 
them.  At  the  advent  of  Jesus,  the  religious  views  of  the  Israel- 
ites had  beconae  greatly  corrupted  with  the  errors  of  heathenism 
— ^insomuch  that  the  Savior  warned  his  disciples  to  beware  of  their 
4octrines.— *(8ee  Matt.  xvi.  12.)  But,  inquired  my  friend  yester- 
.day,  **  if  the  Jews  were  in  an  error  in  their  belief  of  a  future  gen- 
erad  judgment,  why  did  not  Christ  correct  them  ?  He  did  correct 
them  in  the  most  positive  terms.  His  language  conveyed  this 
Aeaning — '*  You  Jews  believe  you  will  not  be  brought  to  an*ac- 
count  for  your  crimes,  until  some  distant  period  in  another  world ; 
hut  I  say  unto  you — **  Now,  is  the  judgment  of  this  world." — (John 
xii.  31.)  lam  appointed  your  Judge,  your  Ruler.  My  judg- 
ment is  not  delayed  until  you  pas3  to  another  existence.  It  is  ex- 
crcfsed  here — *«  For  judgment  I  am  come  into  THIS  world." — (John 
ix.  39.)  How  couli  he  contradict  moi*e  positively  the  Jewish  no- 
tions on  this  subject !  The  Elder  misrepresents  my  position  in  re- 
gard to  the  belief  of  the  Jews  in  endless  punishment  I  took  the 
ground  that  that  doctrine  had  never  been  revealed  to  the  Jews  from 
God — that  not  a  word  of  such  revelation  can  be  found  in  the  Old 
Testament.  My  friend  does  not,  cannot  question  this.  That  the 
Hebrews,  in  the  days  of  Christ,  had  imbibed  the  heathen  do^ma 
of  eternal  torture,  is  probably  true.  It  was  one  of  the  corruptions 
they  had  fallen  into,  and  for  which  they  had  received  the  severe 
censure  of  Christ.  In  the  days  of  their  purity  such  a  sentiment 
was  never  heard  in  their  midst.  To  prove  that  the  Jews  believed 
in  a  future  day  of  judgment  and  endless  punishmentr  the  EUder 
quotes  from  the  Talmuds,  which  were  mere  collections  of  Jewish 
traditions  and  fables,  and  of  no  more  binding  force  than  the  anec- 
dotes in  an  old  almanac.  It  was  the  material  of  which  these 
.  Taimtidi  were  composed,  which  the  Savior  so  pointedly  condemned 
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when  ht  sud — ^'Why  do  yoa  traD8gm»  tlie  comiiiaiidmeiits  of 
God  by  your  trodiUtmsf  •  *  •  •  But  io  Taut  do  they  wor- 
ship me,  teaching  for  doctrines  the  commandments  Itraditions]  ot 
men." — (Matt.  zt.  3-9.)  Why  did  not  Mr.  Holmes  quote  from 
the  Old  Testsment  in  support  of  his  views,  instead  of  the  Tahnods.' 
Simply  because  he  could  find  nothing  there  to  support  them. 

Turning  from  these  considerations,  I  introduce  mj  fiftenUk  N^ 
ative  Argument  The  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery,  consignu  iwm- 
tmtkiol  the  human  race,  to  the  endless  tortures  of  hell !  This  doe- 
trine  lays  down  repentance  of  sin,  and  faith  in  Christ,  in  this  lifi, 
as  indispensable  to  salvation  in  the  world  to  come  ;  and  de- 
clarets  that  all  who  do  not  comply  with  these  reqoisitioiis,  wiU  be 
lost  forever ! !  Now  see  how  this  rule  sweeps  away,  with  the  be- 
som of  destnictiofi,  crowds  upon  crowds  of  human  souls !  *  Look 
first  at  the  most/a«ored  spots  on  earth — at  Christian  nations.  How 
many  infants,  idiotiei  and  msane  persons,  airaually  die.' without  tbe 
ability  to  comply  with  these  terms  of  faith  and  repentance.  0ois 
my  friend  say  that  these  classes  are  not  lost  ?  Then  he  must  aban- 
don his  creed,  and  acknotrledge  that  souls  can  be  saved  withoet 
repentance  and  faith  in  this  world  !  If  infants,  idiots,  insuie,  etc, 
are  happy  hereafter,  it  must  be  because  they  will  have  the  privi- 
lege to  repent  and  exercise  faith  in  a  future  existence.  He  asit 
acknowledge  this^  Yet  where  is  his  Scripture  authority  for  say- 
ing that  <m4  ela$$  of  souls  have  the  privilege  to  repent  in  the  next 
world,  and  another  not  i  When  he  once  breaks  through  his  rule 
in  regard  to  the  time  for  filling  the  terms  of  salvation,  it  becomes 
nugatory.  Moreover,  how  can  he  consistently  maintain  that  idiots, 
etc.,  are  to  be  happy  hereafter,  when  he  insists  that  there  is  na 
change  after  death — and  perhaps  to  prove  it,  sometimes  quotes  that 
famous  paasaf^e,  *'  as  death  leaves  us, so  judgment  will  find  us?" 
Furthermore,  if  idiots,  and  the  insane  are  in  no  dangper  of  being 
lost  forever,  they  are  a  much  more  fawyred  class  than  those  who 
possess  intelligence.  Indeed,  to  a  vast  majority,  intelligence,  sup- 
posed as  it  is,  to  be  the  highest  gift  of  God,  in  view  of  his  doctrine 
would  prove  an  endless  curse,  sinking  them  down  to  eternal  woe ! 

Passing  this  point,  look  at  the  vast  multitudes  of  those  who 
dwell  in  nominally  christian  lands,  under  the  sound  of  the  gospel. 
How  few- of  them  make  any  profescaon  of  religicm,  of  the  Evan- 
gelical stamp  !  Probably  not  one  in  ten,  at  least  not  one  in  ei^t ! 
All  the  remaining  millions,  according  to  Elder  Holmes'  doctrine, 
go  down  to  the  flames  of  an  endless  hell! !  No  less  than  547,590,- 
000,  aecoraing  to  the  calculations  of  one  missionary,  fall  into  un- 
ending woe,  every  thirty  years  !  Yea,  among  those  who  make  a 
profettian  of  religion,  with  how  many  of  them  is  it  6mI  pioleasion  ? 
— men  who  assume  the  rarb  of  religion  to  serve  the-devil  in !  iilive 
not  all  of  us  known  mufiitudes  (A  such  people  t  Alas !  bow  often 
ido- we  hear  of  the  basest  of  conduct— the  grossest  and  loweel  of 
immoralities — committed,  not  only  by  church  memlfittiirM  1>7 


a 


.     ON  BlfDLBSfl  PUNISHMBNT.  635 

deacons,  and  class  leaders,  and  ministers  !  Clemrmen  occopying 
high  stations  in  self-styled  evangelical  sects,  and  who  have  been  most 
vociferous  in  their  condemnation  of  the  Itcensioutness  of  Universal- 
ism,  have  plunged  deep  into  a  trial  of  the  prosperity  and  happiness 
of  sinful  indulgence !  Oh,  how  often  are  honest,  sincere  Chnstians 
made  to  btush  by  such  occurrences ! !  How  many  of  like  inclina- 
tion and  character  are  still  remaining  in  these  churches,  God  only 
knows ! !  All  these  must  be  taken  from  the  number  to  be  saved, 
and  added  to  swell  the  multitude  of  the  lost 

This  is  only.the  begining  of  the  calculation.  Call  to  mind  all 
the  heathen  who  lived  between  Adam  and  the  flood — all  who  ex- 
isted between  the  flood  and  the  advent  of  Christ — and  all  between 
the  birth  of  Christ  and  our  own  day — all  who  now  exist — and  all 
who  wilt  be  born  and  die  in  heathenism  for  ages  to  come.  They 
never  heard  of  the  gospel,  of  Christ,  or  God.  They  have  had 
no  opportunity  to  hear  of  them,  and  hence  have  had  no  opportuni- 
ty to  exercise  a  saving  faith.  Let  your  imaginations  run  through 
the  countless  generations  1  have  enumerated,  and  which  have  suc- 
cseded  each  other,  like  the  waves  of  the  ocean — and  then  cast  the 
aggregate/  What  an  immense  multitude !  More  vast  than  could 
stand  on  the  entire  face  of  the  globe,  though  packed  man  to  man ! 
All  have  gone  down  to  eternal  darkness,  to  roll  in  agony  and  curse 
their  being  and  the  author  of  their  existence  forever — if  £ider 
Holmes*  doctrine  is  true  ! ! 

Do  I  misstate  this  subject .'  God  forj^ive  me  if  I  do,  for  it  is 
needless.  The  very  best  view  is  sufficiently  awful,  without  any 
exaggeration !  Tillemont,  a  famous  Catholic  writer,  condemns  all 
Pagans  to  eternal  torments,  who  lived  before  Christ ;  and  assigns 
as  a  reason,  that  living  before  the  Savior,  they  could  not  be  bene- 
fitted by  his  death.  Listen  to  the  highest  Evangelical  authority  on 
this  point.  The  American  Boaid  of  Commissioners  of  Foreifl;n 
Missions,  make  use  of  the  following  language : — *'  To  send  tne 
gospel  to  the  heathen,  is  a  work  of  great  exigency.  Within  the 
last  thirty  years,  a  whole  generation,  of  Jive  hundred  thousand,  for 
aught  we  can  see  in  their  character,  or  in  the  word  of  God,  have 
gone  down  to  eternal  death  !*'  0  most  intelligent  Board  ! — **  For 
aught  you  can  see  in  the  word  of  God !"  Are  you  blind  ?  Can 
you  not  see  and  read  in  the  word  of  God,  that  he  has  purposed  to 
reconcile  all  mankind  to  himself  ?  How  monstrous  to  chai^  God 
with^snch  wholesale  distraction  of  his  own  offspring ! !  A  mission- 
ary writing  on  this  subject,  says—**  FIFTY  THOUSAND  a  day  f! 
—So  fast  the  heathen  die !  •  •  ♦  Fifty  thousand  «\''ERY  DAY 
go  down  to  the  fire  that  is  not  quenched  *  .  *  *  Six  hundred 
millions  more  are  going  the  same  road  !  ! !  Think  for  at  least  one 
minute  each  day,  of  the  50,000,  who  that  day,  sink  to  the  doom  of 
the  lost !  and  of  the  600,000,000  who  are  noitening  to  the  sam^ 
ruin  of  soul ! !"  Allowing  this  horrid  estimate  to  be  correct,  then 
vufo  tkvutand  and  eighty-four  aouls  drop  into  hell  etxry  haur-rtriRTr 
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FivB  every  minute,  and  one  eyery  TWO  SECONDS ! ! !     TTuak, 

O  hearer  !  Think,  0  enlijijhlcned  public! !  Think,  O  my  opposinr 
brother! — this  doctrine  asserts  that  immortal  souls,  the  eoiils  cm 
our  fellow-beinffp,  of  God's  children,  are  now,  thif  very  moment, 
drop!  DROP  ! !  DROPPING  ! ! !  into  hell !! — Now,  since  I  uttered 
the  last  words,  thirty-five  hare  gone  ! !  Since  we  came  into  this 
church  this  afternoon,  two  thousand  and  eighty-four  hare  gone  !i 
And  since  we  commenced  this  discussion,  300,000  hare  fallen  into 
scorching  flames,  to  shriek  with  the  damned  forever ! !  Almigbtf 
God  !  and  this  is  virtually  charged  to  thee  ! !  To  thee,  the  tender 
Father  of  these  souls  !  To  thee,  whose  name  is  Love,  and  who 
could  by  one  word  of  thy  power  save  them  all  ! !  What  blasphe- 
my robed  in  the  name  of  religion  !  Can  the  crazed  immaginatioa 
of  man,  in  its  wildest  flights,  conjure  up  a  phantasy  more  mon- 
strous than  this  ! !  Yet  if  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punisbmeat 
is  true,  all  this  is  true !  And  if  all  this  if  not  true^  then  the  doc- 
trine which  asserts  it,  is  not  true  ! ! 

My  sixteenth  Negative  Argument  is  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment,  sends  multitudes  of  the  best  moral  men  on  th^  earth, 
to  the  companionship  of  infernal  spirits,  in  Eternal  Perdition  !  I 
call  on  all  the  audience  to  say  whether  they  do  not  know,  within 
the  circle  of  their  acquaintance,  large  numbers  of  good,  honest, 
temperate,  industrious,  kind-hearted,  friendly,  obliging  people,  who 
live  and  die  without  making  any  profession  of  religion — without 
experiencing  any  particular  change  of  heart — and  without  joining 
any  Evangelical  Church  ?  We  all  are  aware  there  are  great  num- 
bers of  such  people.  Some  of  them  attend  orthodox  meetings 
— some  meetings  of  other  denominations,  and  some  no  meeting  at 
all.  They  are  as  good  and  faithful  parents,  neighbors  and  citi- 
zens, and  discharge  as  promptly  and  cheerfully,  all  their  duties 
and  obligations,  as  any  who  make  professions  of  religion — yea, 
often  much  better  than  many  who  make  'such  professions.  Now 
what  does  this  doctrine  of  my  opponent  say  of  these  upright,  pure- 
hearted,  kind  fathers  and  mothers — ^these  good  neighbors  and  citi- 
zens ?  It  says  they  are  hell-deserving  sinners — that  God*8  wrath 
burns  fiercely  against  them,  and  that  he  is  only  waiting  for  death 
to  cut  them  off,  to  seize  upon  their  naked  and  helpless  souls,  and 
thrust  them  down  deep  in  the  fiery  abyss  of  his  intinite  anger,  to 
roll  in  a^ny  forever  ! !  It  declares  that  he  plunges  them  into  the 
same  kind  of  punishment,  to  be  endured  for  the  same  length  of 
time,  with  the  most  hardened  and  blood-stained  villains.  More 
than  this.  I%consigns  with  relentless  cruelty,  to  the  same  doom, 
many  of  those  whose  names  all  Americans  most  venerate  and  hon- 
or !  Look  at  the  heroes  of  our  Revolution — John  Adams,  Benj. 
Franklin,  Thomas  Jefferson,  Dr.  Benj.  Rush,  the  brave  and  he- 
roic Gen.  Greene,  and  a  large  number  of  those  who  took  the  moat 
active  part  in  our  Revolutionary  struggle,  and  whose  names  adora 
the  Declaration  of  Independence.    If  the  doctrine  ofF«Ddlti|i  Wm 
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18  true,  all  these  toortMes  are  now  in  hell !  If  this  doctrine  is  true, 
thousands  of  those  who  fought  the  battles  of  the  Revolution — who 
spilled  their  blood  for  our  benefit — who  laid  down  their  lives  to 
establish  our  Independence — when  slaughtered  in  contending  for 
liberty,  were  plunged  straight  from  the  battle  field,  into  the  lowest 
depths  of  hell ! !  Can  you  believe  all  this  ?  You  must  if  you  be- 
lieve the  doctrine  which  is  maintained  here  by  my  opponent!  If 
you  reject  these  terrible  results,  you  must  reject  the  doctrine  which 
teaches  them ! 

My  seventeenth  Negative  Argument  is  that  the  doctrine  of  End- 
lass  Punishment,  reduces  religion  to  a  matter  of  mere  selfixh  and 
sordid  calculation.  According  to  the  system  on  which  this  doctrine 
is  founded,  God  made  the  world  designing  all  to  he  holy  and  hap- 
py. But  he  was  disappointed  in  his  plans  and  expectations.  Every 
thing  fell  into  ruins  the  moment  the  mechanism  of  human  existence 
which  God  had  constructed,  went  into  operation.  Instead  of  all 
men  becoming  holy  and  happy,  as  the  Deity  supposed  they  would, 
all  became  exposed  to  the  terrific  burnings  of  an  endless  hell !  Re- 
ligion is  supposed  to  be  the  only  wa^  and  means  of  escape  from 
that  hell.  To  effect  such  an  escape  is  believed  to  be  the  sole  ob- 
ject of  religion.  It  is  all  that  God  designed  it  for,  and  all  it  is 
good  for.  If  it  would  not  do  this  for  its^professors,  they  think  it 
would  not  b^  of  the  slightest  value.  So  far,  and  so  long,  as  reli- 
gion will  open  a  wav  whereby  men  who  have  '*  rolled  sin  as  a 
sweet  mprset  under  their  tongues,*'  can  escape  eternal  perdition, 
and  gain  heaven,  so  far,  and  so  long,  do  they  esteem  it  of  impor- 
tance !  But  if  Religion  will  not  do  this — if  it  is  not  designed  to 
save  men  from  hell,  and  open  the  gates  of  heaven — if  it  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  rescuing  souls  from  infinite  wrath — they  can  con- 
ceive no  object  in  being  religious,  no  call  for  religion,  and  no  work 
for  it  to  do!  !  Such  is  the  principle  upon  which  our  Evangelical 
brethren,  according  to  their  own  showing,  practice  religion  I  Do 
I  mistake  this  subject?  I  appeal  to  the  experience  of  all  my  au- 
dience, and  the  public  at  large,  for  the  truth  of  my  declaration  ! 
Whatis  the  great  theme,  the  general  drift  of  the  preaching  of  the 
divines  of^  that  school  ?  There  is  a  remarkable  unanimity  among 
them  in  this  respect,  if  in  no  other.  However  learned  or  unlearned, 
however  polished  or  uncouth,  however  eloquent  and  profound,  or 
shallow  and  puerile,  their  discourses  may  be — all  their  sennon- 
izing,  from  the  lowest  exhorter,  to  the  highest  D.  D. — all  their 
prayers,  ordinances,  forms  and[ceremonies — have  but  one  object, 
one  begining,  one  ending,  one  body,  one  soul,  one  eveiything,  viz  : 
the  necessity  of  struggling  to  ESCAPE  HELL  and  GAIN  HEA- 
VEN ! ! !  I  do  not  say  that  this  forms  the  theme  of  all  their  ser- 
mons, exhortations,  etc.  But  this  is  the  foundation  on  which  all 
•re  based — this  is  the  feature  that  gives  shape  and  color  to  all  they 
utter.  The  great  mass  of  believers  in  that  doctrine  form  no  higher 
conception  of  the  object  of  religion.    They  can  see  nothing  in  it 
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more  pure,  spiiitaal,  disinterestfid,  elevated  and  honorable,  tlm 
to  snatch  blind  and  erring  creataree  from  the  fory  of — ^their  Father 
in  Heaven ! !  '  - 

Another  evidence  that  these  statements  are  correct,  is  the  an- 
bounded  and  really  unfeigned  earprtse  which  so  many  express, 
that  any  class  of  men  can  be  religions,  who  do  not  believe  God  has 
prepareti  a  hell,  where  he  will  torment  his  children  forever !  They 
cannot  imagine  what  such  arrange  people  can  have  to  make  them 
religious.  As  for  loving,  obeying,  serving  and  worshipping  God, 
not  through  fear  that  he  will  torment  them  forever,  but  from  ad- 
miration of  his  character,  reverence  of  his  name  and  govemment, 
and  gratitude  for  his  blessings-^they  cannot  conceive  bow  tncl 
VMiivee  can  make  men  religious ! !  Hence,  we  hear  it  so  often 
said — "  If  I  believed  as  some  do — if  I  believed  there  was  no  end- 
less punishment  to  be  endured — if  I  believed  all  men  will  be  saved 
— I  would  rush  into  sin — I  would  drink  my  fill  of  wickedness 
•^I  would  cheat,  steal,  rob  and  murder,  and  riot  all  my  life  in  cor- 
ruption !  !*'  What  a  depraved  heart !  Does  not  such  language, 
which  is  often  uttered,  fully  corroborate  ail  I  have  said  ?  Sob- 
tract  the /ear  ofheU  from  such  hearts,  and  how  much  real,  pure 
religion  would  be  left  ?  I  sometimes  fear,  were  an  angel  to  de- 
scend from  heaven,  and  proclaim  to  the  world  with  a  trumpet 
**  God  has  no  design  to  torment  his  creatures  forever — there  is  no 
Endless  Hell,"  that  every  evangelical  church  on  earth  would  be  in- 
stantly abandoned  and  left  to  silence  and  desolation.  In  such  a 
case,  according  to  their  own  showing,  the  moving  spring  which 
urges  that  class  to  worship  would  be  wanting !  Can  it  be  believed 
the  true  relieion  revealed  from  heaven,  exerts  an  influence  so  sor- 
did and  selnsh  as  this  ? — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMKS*  NINTH  8F££CH.] 

C^nt.  Moderator e  and  respect^  auditors : — I  have  not  for  a  sin- 
gle moment  during  this  discussion,  lost  sight  of  the  responsibility 
which  rests  upon  me,  as  the  advocate  of  important  divine  truth, 
in  opnosition  to  the  insidious  and  malignant  attacks  of  error.  I 
hope  1  may  still  retain  and  n^er  lo.se  this  feeling  of  responsibility. 
As  the  most  of  my  last  speech  was  emploved  in  direct  afgumests 
for  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  1  will  devote  my  first  time  in 
this  speech  to  a  consideration  of  the  opposing  allegations  and 
proofs  of  Mir.  Austin. 

In  the  gentleman*s  reply  1o  my  argument  on  the  conditionality 
of  salvation,  he  endeavors  to  convict  me  of  teaching  salvation  by 
i9orks,  not  by  grace.  If  he  cannot  see  the  differenee  between 
conditione  and  merit;  his  obtuseness  may  furnish  an  apology  for 
his  misapprehension.  I  can  account  for  it  in  no  ol^r  w(ay,^o^ 
oa  sappottition  of  general  ignorance  of  critlod  aoi  tfjfMiittm 
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theology,  or  a  deliberate  designi  to  misrepresent.  He  says  the 
Methodists  are  in  the /of  on  this  point.  Perhaps  they  are ;  but 
if  so,  they  are  not  likely  to  obtain  mach  relief  from  his  theory. 
The  truth  is,  Mr.  Austin  has  allowed  himself  to  make  loose  and 
random  remarks  on  the  subject  of  grace,  as  it  stands  connected 
with  salvation,  which  convict  him  of  great  want  of  information 
as  to  what  the  Methodist  view  is.  I  will  enlighten  him  a  little 
on  this  head.  The  9th  and  10th  Articles  of  Religion  of  the  M. 
£.  Church,  read  as  follows :  "  We  are  accounted  risbteous  before 
God,  only  far  the  rmrit  of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesui  Christ,  by 
faiths  and  not  for  our  own  works  or  deservings : — Wherefore,  that 
we  are  justified  hy  faith  only,  is  a  most  wholesome  doctrine,  and 
very  full  of  comfort/' 

*^  Although  good  works,  which  are  the  fruits  of  faith,  and  fol- 
low after  justSficationt  cannot  put  away  our  iins,  and  endure  the 
seventy  of  Grod*s  judgments ;  yet  are  they  pleasing  and  acceptable 
to  God  in  Christ,  and  spring  out  of  a  true  and  livelu  faiths  inso- 
much that  by  them  a  lively  faith  may  be  as  evidently  known,  as 
a  tree  is  discerned  by  its  fruit." — (Discipline  p.  12.)  Here  we  have 
the  true  scriptural  doctrine,  plainly  expressed,  and  cautiously  guard- 
ed— ^the  doctrine  that  salvation  is  *<not  of  ourselves,"  but  "by  grace 
through  faith,"  that  faith  which  **works  by  love  and  purifies  the 
heart."  This  view  perfectly  harmonizes  with  the  language  of 
St.  Pa'ul,  (Rom.  iii.  24.) — **  Being  justified  fredy  by  his  grace^ 
through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Uhrist  Jesus :  whom  God  hath 
set  fdrth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his  hlood,"  Also, 
(v.  1.) — *«  Being  justified  by  faiths  we  have  peace  with  God, 
through  our  Lwrd  Jesus  Christ.*'  But  Mr.  Austin,  it  appears,  is 
not  able  to  see  how  salvation  can  be  by  grace,  and  jtioj  faiih* 
He  thinks,  if  we  suppose  the  sinner  has  anything  to  do,  his  salva- 
tion is  by  the  merit  of  works ;  that  is,  the  beggar  eame  the  favor 
he  seeks,  by  asking  for  it,  and  believing  bis  benefactor  is  willing 
to  grant  it.  The  fog  and  confusion  is  in  his  own  mind,  and  proh- 
ably  arises  from  the  blinding  influence  of  his  theory,  which  ad- 
mits neither  oaACK  nor  faith  as  essential  to  final  salvation.  Pun- 
ishment is  the  "  sine  qua  non"  of  universal  salvation;  but  Paul 
says  it  is  **  by  faith,  that  it  misht  be  by  grace." 

Mr.  Austin  brings  as  an  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  a  ^neral 
judgment,  that  it  sends  people  to  hell  before  they  are  decided  to 
be  guilty.  This  charge  is  untrue  in  regard  to  my  view  of  divine 
retribution,  but  holds  good  against  Universalism,  since,  on  the 
principles  of  that  system,  men  are  punished  without  being  de- 
clared guilt  V  by  any  process  understood  either  by  themselves  or 
others.  Indeed,  in  most  cases,  the  more  wicked  the  sinner,  the 
less  he  seems  inclined  to  admit  the  existence  of  moral  retribution. 
But,  as  the  above  charge  stands  against  a  future  judgment,  it  may 
he  met  as  follows : 
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1.  All  men  ar§  guilty.  They  are  (except  so  far  as  they  an 
justified  by  faitb  in  Christ,)  tiow  under  the  condemnation  of  the 
dirine  law,  and  only  need  the  formal  sentence  of  the  judge,  to 
hand  them  over  to  just  and  deserved  punishment.  To  ose  lan- 
guage borrowed  from  judicial  proceedings  amongst  men,  they  are 
under  arrest,  until  the  court  which  is  to  pass  upon  them  shall  cod- 
Tene. 

2.  In  the  mean  time,  a  system  of  restoring  mercy  is  brought  in, 
through  the  redeeming  agency  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  object  of  which 
is,  the  relief  of  the  guiity  from  the  necesMty  of  final  eondemna- 
tion  and  punishment  A  dispensation  of  grace  a  ad  pardon  is  al- 
lowed to  intervene ;  hence,  *'  sentence  ag:ainst  an  evil  work."  (sio 
and  ^uilt,)  *'  is  not  speedily  executed  ;**  but  the  gospel  is  proclaim- 
ed— It  is  announced  as  glad  tidings,  **  he  that  beliereth  shall  be 
saved;'*  and  the  sinner,  ^'fore-seeing  the  evil,*'  is  allowed,  if  he 
will,  to  **htde  himself*'  from  the  gathering  storm,  by  obeying  the 
gospel,  and  believing  in  Christ  as  his  Savior.  There  is  an  orresf 
ofiudgnunt  for  the  time  being,  to  allow  the  gospel  system  to  de- 
yelop  its  influences  and  accomplish  its  gracious  desigrns,  in  seca- 
ring  against  final  condemnation  and  irretrievable  punishment,  all 
who  will  repent  and  return  unto  **  God,  who  will  (umndanUy  par* 
don'* 

3.  As  **  sentence  against  an  evil  work  is  not  speedily  executed,** 
(Eccl.)  ia  postponed,  that  the  sinner  may  improve  a  day  of  grace, 
and  be  saved  from  the  results  of  that  sentence ;  and  as  the  £iy  of 
grace  afforded  is  to  continue  during  the  probation  of  each  indivi- 
dual sinner,  and  in  regard  to  the  whole  race,  during  the  reign  of 
the  mediatorial  kingdom ;  hence  the  propriety  and  necessity  that 
the  judgment  should  not  take  place,  until  the  end  of  the  dispensa- 
tion of  grace — when  "  the  kingdom  shall  be  delivered  up  to  the 
Father** — when  those  who  have  not  availed  themselves  ol  the  of- 
fers of  mercy,  will  be  held  accountable  on  the  strict  principles  of 
law — **  when  the  books  will  be  opened,  and  another  book  will  be 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life,  and  the  dead  will  be  judged 
out  of  those  things  written  in  the  books,  according  to  their  works." 
The  fact  that  the  sinner  passes  out  of  this  life  before  he  stands 
**  before  the  judgment  seat  of  Christ,"  does  not  alter  the  case,  nor 
create  the  least  difficulty.  He  is  still  under  the  government  of 
God,  and  approaching  the  judgment  As  a  sinner,  he  was  unhap- 
py hen  ;  and  as  he  takes  his  sins  and  moral  character  with  him 
into  the  future  state,  he  is  unhappy  there.  The  only  diflference  in 
his  circumstances  is,  that  in  the  future  world  he  has  passed  the 
limits  of  his  probationary  state,  and  having  rejected  the  offers  of 
mercy,  there  is  no  hope  in  his  case.  Being  ^^  unholy,"  he  must 
remain  *'  unholy  still,*'  ^*  reserved  unto  the  day  of  judgment,  to 
be  punished."--(2  Pet.  ii.  9.) 

Nothing  that  we  have  said  upon  this  subject,  must  kp  oooaUiwJ 
into  a  deual  of  the  judgment  of  God  in  this  world.    Tl&e  genenj  UuA 


ON  BNDLB8S  fUNISHMENT.  641 

that  God  rulesi  reigns,  and  judges  in  this  world,  is  an  important  item 
in  my  theology.  For  the  most  part,  however,  this  judgment  re- 
lates to  those  a£&irs  which  belong  wholly  to  this  world ;  such  as  his 
dealings  with  nations,  communities  and  families — personal  charac- 
ter, repponsibility  and  destiny,  not  being  immediately  involved. 
We  may  also  admit,  that  the  judgment  of  God  in  this  world  ex- 
tends to  individuals,  so  far  as  to  give  them  a  prelude  of  what  will 
he  their  final  sentence  and  doom,  if  they  appear  before  the  Judge 
in  the  moral  character  which  they  have  acquired  here ;  that  i^, 
the  influence  of  God's  retributive  administration  is  felt  previous 
to  the  arrival  of  the  *^  appointed"  day,  which  shall  measure  out  to 
every  man  a  juat  award,  **  according  to  his  works."  I  tnist, 
now,  I  have  satisfactorily  removed  the  difficulty  started  by  Mr. 
Austin,  and  which  seems  to  have  arisen  in  his  own  mind,  out  of 
the  narrow  and  deficient  views  he  takes  of  God  as  a  moral  Gov- 
ernor. 

In  reply  to  my  argument  from  the  conditionality  of  salvation, 
Mr.  Austm  says,  ^^  eternal  life  is  something  men  enjoy  in  this 
life."  This  is  true,  though  the  conclusion  he  would  draw  from  it 
is  false.  That  conclusion  is,  that  it  is  confined  to  this  life.  If 
Mr.  Austin  intends  to  say  that  eternal  life  is  confined  to  this  world, 
I  wish  him  to  say  so  distinctly,  and  not  talk  any  of  his  non-com- 
mittalism on  this  point.  There  are  two  questions  I  would  be 
pleased  to  have  answered.  1.  In  what  does  eternal  life  dificr 
from  final  holiness  and  happiness  ?  2.  Is  eternal  life  confined  to 
this  world  .'    Please  ^ive  us  a  plain  and  direct  response. 

That  eternal  life  is  enjoyed  by  the  believer  in  this  world,  is 
plain  from  John  xvii.  3. — •*  And  this  is  life  eternal,  that  they 
might  know  Thee,  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou 
hast  sent.  Also  1  John  v.  11,  12. — "And  this  is  the  record, 
that  God  hath  given  to  us  eternal  life,  and  this  life  is  in  bis 
Son.  He  that  hath  the  Son,  hath  life  ;  and  he  that  hath  not  the 
Son,  hath  not  life."  But  while  these  passages  prove  eternal  life 
may,  in  its  nature  and  essence,  be  enjoyed  in  this  world,  they 
also  prove  with  equal  plainness  that  it  is  conditional — *^he  that 
hath  not  the  Son,  hath  not  life.'* 

Moreover,  eternal  life  is  not  confined  to  this  world.  Mark  x. 
30. — Our  Lord  promises  those  who  endure  losses  and  persecu- 
tions for  his  sake  in  this  world,  that  they  shall  receive,  *•  in  the 
world  to  come,  eternal  life."  Rom.  vi.  22,  23. — We  are  toJd,  the 
end  of  a  course  of  Christian  obedience  is  "everlasting  [aiomon^l 
eternal  life."  Now,  I  proved  in  ray  former  speech  that  *' eternal 
life,"  '*  everlasting  life,"  **  eternal  salvation" — and  salvation  in  all 
iti  aspects  and  relations  to  time  and  eternity,  is  conditional.  The 
gentleman  can  no  more  disprove  this,  than  he  can  move  the  earth 
from  its  axis.  And  yet  he  must  say  something;  he  therefore 
cavils  and  quibbles  about  eternal  life  being  enjoyed  in  this  life ! !  \ 
Who  ever  disputed  this  ?    £ternal  life  is  enjoyed  in  the  soul,  an4 
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the  soul  exists  in  this  life ;  but  does  it  not  also  exist  in  the  future 
life  ?  Eternal  life  is  adapted  to  the  spiritual  and  moral  nature  of 
man,  and  this  never  dies.  Being  imparted  to  the  believer  in  this 
world,  and  cherished  by  him  until  the  termination  of  life  ou  earth, 
it  is  transferred  with  him  to  his  endless  state,  and  ripens  into  the 
full  fruition  of  eternal  glory. 

The  gentleman  has  again  connected  the  subject  of  insanity  with 
this  discussion.  His  object  is  to  make  the  religious  views  I  ad- 
vocate responsible  for  sill,  or  most  of  the  insanity  which  exists. 
This  is  a  favorite  theme  with  Universalists,  especially  in  their 
harangues  to  those  who  are  uninformed  upon  this  subject.  If 
they  can  make  the  ignorant  believe  that  evangelical  religion  is 
by  far  the  most  fruitful  source  of  insanity,  they  will  suc«ed 
when  the  force  of  their  arguments  might  not  be  felt.  And  do 
matter  if  it  is  at  the  expense  of  candor  and  fair  dealing ;  the  end 
justifies  the  means.  But  this  is  a  species  of  trickery  and  special 
pleading,  which  is  never  resorted  to  by  candid  men,  in  defence  of 
a  cause  which  may  be  sustained  upon  its  own  merits.  The  eca- 
tlemau  touches  the  subject  on  this  occasion  with  some  caution. 
He  is  evidently  aware  that  when  the  subject  is  laid  open  in  all 
its  bearings,  there  is  not  much  capital  to  be  made  of  it. 

The  occasions  of  insanity  are  various  as  the  numerous  subjects 
which  claim  the  attention  of  the  mind.     In  most  cases,  the  cause, 
near  or  remote,  is  in  the  constitution,  latent  until  revealed  by 
some  casual  circumstance,  which  imparts  a  sudden  or  unusual 
epccitement  to  the  mind.     In  very  many  instances,  the  direct  oc- 
casion is  known  to  be  a  hereditary  pre-disposition  to  insanity, 
which  is  almost  sure  to  show  itself  at  a  particular  stage  of  men- 
tal development,  under  all  circumstances.     In  genera?,  any  sub- 
ject which  attracts  attention  and  excites  the  mind  beyond  what  is 
consistent  with  health  of  body  or  mind,  tends  to  destroy  the  har^ 
mony  of  the  mind  and  produce  insanity.    In  some  countries,  cases 
of  insanity  are  much  more  numerous  than  in  others.     Climate, 
diet  and  customs,  become  inducing  causes,  by  the  influence  they 
exert  over  physical  and  mental  developments.      The  excitfng 
causes  of  insanity  in  a  great  majority  of  cases,  are  either  of  a 
business  character,  or  arise  from  sudden  and  calamitous  change, 
of  one  kind  or  another,  in  worldly  circumstances  and  prospects. 
Recent  investigations  of  this  subject  in  Paris,  confirm  tbe.se  re- 
marks, and  so  does  the  last  report  from  our  own  State  Asylum. 
Out  of  1609  cases,  only  152  are  put  down  as  occasioned  by  *•  reli- 
gious anxiety,"  leaving  1557  to  be  referred  to  other  causes.    And 
of  these,  28y  are  connected  with  **  ill  health ;"   and  '*  perplexity 
of  business,"  "  loss  of  property"  and  friends,  are  made  responsi- 
ble for  176.    Out  of  50  professional  men  affected  with  insanity, 
only  8  were  clergymen ;   while  the  other  classes  range  from  12 
to  17 :  and  scholars  alone  are  set  down  at  44*    That  reii^oos 
anxiety  does  in  some  cases  lead  to  insanity^  I  nave  no  dxepma- 
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tioa  to  deny ;  but  this  fact  is  no  argument  against  the  causes  of 
this  anxiety.  To  suppose  it  is,  would  compel  us  to  condeiftn  all 
msntal  discipline,  and  all  business  transactions,  because  the  anx- 
ieties and  perplexities  connected  with  such  pursuits,  are  some- 
times inducing  causes  of  insanity.  Moreover,  I  wish  you  to  mark 
and  remember,  that  for  every  single  case  of  insanity  produced  by 
those  religious  feelings  which  arise  out  of  evangelical  views  of 
Christianity,  we  may  safely  calculate  upon  the  preservation  of 
two  from  that  affliction,  by  the  salutury  and  conservative  influ- 
ence of  that  same  religion.  By  far  the  greatest  amount  of  insan- 
ity is  amongst  the  irreligious  and  depraved.  In  so  far  as  they 
are  brought  under  the  influence  and  power  of  true  religion,  are 
they  reformed  and  preserved  from  those  habits  of  dissipation,  and 
acts  of  dishonesty  and  wild  speculations  in  business,  which  lead 
to  so  niany  catastrophies,  and  become  the  inducing  causes  of  in- 
sanity. This  subject  is  beginning  to  be  understood  by  those  who 
b£^ve  charge  of  the  insane,  who  are  recommending  the  exercises 
and  motives  of  religion,  as  a  means  of  restoration.  The  Chris- 
tian religion  is  the  greatest,  the  most  lofty  subject  the  mind  of 
man  can  contemplate.  It  is  founded  on  the  revealed  character  of 
an  infinite  God,  and  is  therefore  adapted  and  intended  to  call  into 
exercise  the  highest  powers  of  the  human  mind.  A  religion  inca- 
pable of  interesting  the  mind,  or  exciting  it  to  an  extent  that 
might,  under  some  circumstances,  induce  insanity,  would,  in  my 
humble  judgment,  be  unworthy  the  attention  of  intelligent  beings. 
Before  I  leave  this  point,  let  me  ask  why  Universalists  become 
iasane  and  commit  suicide  ?  Does  this  arise  from  the  doctrine 
of  endless  punishment  ?  The  gentleman  will  say  no :  if  Univer- 
salists commit  suicide,  they  must  be  insane.  Well,  allow  it  to  be 
«o;  I  claim  the  same  apology  for  all  suicides.  At  least,  I  put  it 
upon  this  ground  :  if  they  are  insane,  their  self-murder  cannot  be 
connected  with  the  doctrine  I  advocate  ]  If  they  are  not  insane, 
they  do  not  believe  the  doctrine  of  endJess  punishment,  because 
the  same  authority  which  teaches  the  doctrine,  also  declares,  *^  no 
murderer  hath  eternal  life  abiding  in  him."  The  only  rational 
conclusion  is,  that  if  men  commit  suicide  in  a  sane  state  of  mind, 
Ihey  do  not  believe  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  and  are 
therefore  Universalists.  The  gentleman  is  welcome  to  all  he  can 
gain  by  the  argument,  viewed  in  either  of  its  aspects. 

Mr.  Austin  returns  ftgain  to  the  Paternity  of  God,  resolved,  if 
possible,  to  make  something  out  of  that  subject.  Well,  he  has 
my  consent  to  proceed  to  the  full  extent  of  his  ability.  He  re- 
marks to  the  effect  that  holiness  would  not  be  worth  having,  un- 
less it  were  received  through  a  state  of  discipline  and  trial.  That 
a  state  of  trial  is  necessary  to  the  moral  character  and  happiness 
of  man,  is  what  I  have  maintained  during  this  debate ;  and  that 
a  course  of  discipline  is  essential  to  develope,  improve  and  strength- 
en the  mental  and  moral  powers,  may  also  be  affirmed.    This 
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would  have  been  as  true  if  sin  had  never  entered  the  world  as  it 
is  now.  But  this  trial  and  discipline  can  never  change  the  nature 
of  holiness,  or  make  it  more  valuable  than  it  is :  and  though  these 
slates  involve  a  liability,  yet  neither  imply  the  necessity  of  a  state 
of  sin  and  misery.  But  Mr.  Aastin^s  state  of  discipline  and  tria} 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  this.  It  has  been  so  fully  unfolded 
during  this  discussion,  that  its  nature  cannot  be  mistaken.  It  is 
a  state  of  **  subjection  to  vanity  [by  which  he  means  sin  and  its 
consequences,]  not  willingly,"  that  is,  against  their  will ;  or  if 
not  against  their  will,  the  will  is  itself  stwjected,  coerced^  so  as  to 
harmonize  with  this  state  of  subjection.  Through  this  state  of 
sin  and  misery  into  which  he  has  brought  them  liimself.  Odd  is 
conducting  the  human  family  to  regions  of  bliss  and  glory,  to 
which  the  gentleman  would  have  us  believe  they  could  not  have 
been  elevated  without  this  course  of  discipline.  It  follows,  those 
who  plunge  deepest  in  sin  on  earth,  will  rise  highest  in  bliss  and 
glory  hereafter ;  not  by  the  power  of  redemption,  but  all  through 
tne  wonder-working  po>^er  of  disciplinary  punishment ! !  I  have 
frequently  laid  open  to  your  view,  the  theological  absurdity  and 
moral  rottenness  of  this  theory,  already.  It  makes  Ood  tne  aii« 
thor  of  sin — makes  sin  necessary  to  holiness — and  robs  the  sin- 
ner of  all  motive  to  repent  and  lead  a  holy  life.  Indeed,  it  pcnfi 
a  premium  for  sin,  in  tne  increased  holiness  that  shall  result  here- 
after. Here  you  have  Mr.  Austin^s  McAadamized  road,  "  leading 
through  green  meadows  and  aromatic  groves,  and  beside  gentle 
flowing  streams.  The  sun  always  shines  cheerfully  upon  it,  and 
pleasant  scenes  present  themselves  on  every  hand.  This  is  the 
road  of  righteousness  ."*  that  is,  a  state  of  subjection  to  sin  and 
misery,  is  a  road  of  righteousness! ! ! 

In  answer  to  my  argument  on  the  *^  common  consent  of  man- 
kind," Mr.  Austin  says,  "  common  opinion  is  not  common  sense." 
There  may  be  a  slight  distinction  between  them,  but  they  depevA 
on  each  other,  and  cannot  be  separated.  The  common  opiaioQ 
of  men  arises  out  of  the  common  intellect  or  understanding,  as 
exercised  upon  tlie  subjects  presented  to  the  mind;  and  yrhen 
they  are  not  aided  by  supernatural  light,  the  result  of  their  men- 
tal process,  must  be  regarded  as  the  common  sense  or  opinion'  ^f 
men,  especially  is  this  the  case  where  the  conclusion  at  whMh 
they  arrive  is  uniform. 

I  now  take  up  my  friend's  fourteenth  negative  argument,  viz. 
the  Patriarchs  and  Apostled  did  not  recognize  the  doctrine  of  tfH- 
less  punishment  in  their  prayers.     To  this  I  feply, 

1.  There  is  in  their  prayers  no  recognition,  (extept  by  ioitfli- 
cation,)  of  a  state  of  future  endless  bliss  for  the  righteous.  Dot 
that  would  be  strange  logic  which  would  infer  from  this,  tliat 
they  did  not  believe  the  doctrine.     Even  fh^  prayer  of  Chtint 
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eontaunfl  no  direct  recognition  of  a  heaven  of  bliss*  which  is  to  be 
the  final  abode  of  the  Christian. 

2.  There  is  no  avowal  in  their  prayers  which  contradicts  the 
idea  of  the  final  perdition  of  sinners.  Nor  is  there  any  principle 
brought  out,  which  is  inconsistent  with  it. 

3.  Though  the  prayers  of  prophets  and  apostles  contain  no  dec- 
laration of  endless  punishment  in  so  many  words,  yet  the  doctrine 
is  deduced  from  them,  by  fair  and  unavoidable  inference.  They 
jprayed  for  the  spread  of  that  gospel  which  they  declared  to  be 
indispensMe  to  salvation,  and  for  that  pardon  without  which 
there  can  be  no  peace  and  happiness.  Our  Lord  prayed  for  Peter, 
that  his  faith  might  not  fail,  and  for  those  who  nad  believed  on 
him,  that  they  mijght  be  kept,  and  *^  might  be  with  him  to  behold 
his  glory.''  These  pravers  acknowledge  the  Conditionality  of 
salvation,  and  the  possibility  and  danger  of  failing  to  enjoy  the 
blessings  prayed  for.  Why  should  an  evil  be  prayed  against,  if 
that  evn  cannot  happen  ?  Why  should  a  blessing  be  prayed  for, 
if  that  blessing  cannot  fail  ? 

4.  Finally,  we  have  very  few  specimens  of  the  prayers  of 
Prophets  and  Apostles  on  record,  and  these  Were  not  left  us  as 
the  sources  of  information  respecting  the  principles  of  revelation. 
We  ^re  exhorted  to  search  the  scriptures,  and  they  abound  with 
the  plainest  declarations  of  these  same  Prophets  and  Apostles 
concerning  the  point  at  issue  between  us. 

Tne  gentlcm^ia's  fifteenth  negative  argument  is,  that  it,  (endless 
punishment,)  consigns  nine  tenths  of  the  human  family  to  endless 
pet4ition.  This,  were  it  true,  could  not  affect  the  merits  of  this 
question.  The  dictrine  rests  upon  other  ground  than  a  consider- 
ation of  the  numbers  involved  in  the  results  of  a  sinful  career. 
Tp  make  out  his  case,  Mr.  Austin  proceeds  to  hand  over  to  hope- 
less despair,  all  infants,  all  idiots,  and  a]l  heathen,  together  with 
, a  great  majority  of  the  Christian  world.  If  we  allow  his  premi- 
ses, he  has  got  his  case.  But  as  usual,  the  gentleman  has  assu' 
med  all  the  points  necessary  to  his  conclusion.  As  to  infants, 
thc^r  salvation  is  made  unconditionally  sure  through  the  atone* 
meat  of  Christ.  They  are  not  guilty  on  account  of  personal  sin, 
hence  do  not  need  to  repent  and  believe  in  order  to  be  saved.  Our 
Lord  said,  ^'suffer  the  little  children  to  come  unto  me,  and  forbid 
them  not,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Here,  then,  is  a 
large  portion  of  the  human  family  whose  salvation  in  heaven  is 
unconditionally  made  sure.  In  regard  to  those  born  idiots,  I  will 
not  insult  the  common  sense  of  tnis  audience,  by  attempting  a 
formal  reply,  since  no  one  but  Mr.  Austin  ever  thought  of  hold- 
ins  them  morally  responsible. 

^or  do  I  believe  that  the  heathen  will  all  be  tost.  On  the  dec- 
laration of  St.  Peter,  ^^  he  that  feareth  God  and  worketh  righte- 
ousness in  every  nation,  is  accepted  with  him,"  do  I  predicate  my 
belief  of  the  salvation  pf  all  heathen  who  fear  God  and  work 
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righteousness,  according  to  the  light  and  knowledge  thejr  posses 
of  their  relations  and  obligations  to  God.  Upon  this  broad  groand 
of  scripture  and  moral  justice,  it  is  perfectly  clear  to  my  mindt 
that  when  the  final  results  of  God's  government  shall  be  inown» 
it  will  be  found  that  a  great  majority  of  mankind  are  sared, 
through  Christ,  who  is  **  the  true  light  that  lighteth  every  man 
that  Cometh  into  the  world,"  and  the  influence  of  the  "  eospcl  of 
reconciliation."  This  is  not  a  view  taken  up  for  the  saEe  of  ar- 
gument ;  it  is  my  settled  conviction,  and  in  this  I  am  not  alone. 
*'It  seems,"  (says  Dr.  Beecher)  "to  be  the  imagination  of  some,  that 
the  kingdom  of  darkness  will  be  as  populous  and  vast  as  the 
kingdom  of  light :  and  that  happiness  and  misery  of  equal  dimen- 
sions, will  expand,  side  by  side,  to  all  eternity.  But  blessed  be 
God,  it  is  a  mere  imagination,  totally  unsupported  by  reason  or 
revelation.  Who  ever  heard  of  a  prison  that  occupied  one  half 
of  the  territories  of  a  kingdom  ?  However  vast  the  kingdom  of 
darkness  may  be,  in  itself  considered,  it  is  certainly  nothing  but 
the  prison  of  the  universe,  and  small  compared  with  the  realms 
of  light  and  glory.  The  misery  of  that  unholy  community,  whose 
exile  from  neaven  is  as  voluntary  as  it  is  just,  when  the  eye  is 
fixed  upon  that  alone,  fills  the  soul  with  trembling  :  but  when, 
from  this  dreadful  exhibition  of  sin,  and  display  of  justice,  we  raise 
the  adoring  eye  to  God,  reigning  throughout  his  boundless  domin- 
ions, rejoicinj5  in  their  joy,  the  world  of  misery  shrinks  to  a  point, 
and  the  wailings  of  the  damned  die  away  and  are  lost  in  the  song 
of  praise." — (oeecher's  sermons.) 

My  friend's  sixteenth  negative  argument.,  is  that  on  my  prin- 
ciples, moral  men  are  sent  to  hell.  But  what  does  Mr.  Austin 
mean  by  moral  men  ?  Whose  standard  of  morality  does  he  adopt  ? 
There  are  various  standards,  some  of  which  leave  God  wholly  out 
of  the  question,  and  others  hold  his  existence  and  relations  to 
men,  by  a  slight  and  uncertain  tenure.  And  yet  many  who  have 
imbibed  such  sentiments  are  moral  men  :  that  is,  moral  in  a  gen- 
eral and  worldly  sense.  They  are  in  most  respects  good  citizens, 
pay  their  honest  debts,  and  sometimes  are  kind  to  the  poor.  They 
may  not,  by  their  acts,  outrage  the  moral  sense  of  commpnity,  or 
violate  the  conventional  rules  of  society.  In  this  sense,  Abner 
Kneeland  may  have  been  a  moral  man,  and  many  other  atheists 
and  infidels.  If  this  is  what  the  gentleman  means  by  morality, 
I  will  not  deny  that  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend  will  exclude 
them  from  the  fkingdom  of  grace  and  glory.  There  is  another 
class  of  moralists  who  reject  and  despise  the  gospel.  Their  mo- 
rality is  the  result  of  an  effort  to  convince  the  world  that  the  gos- 
pel IS  not  necessary.  The  pains  they  take  to  maintain  a  fair  ex- 
terior^  is  prompted  by  their  contempt  of  God's  method  of  saying 
sinners.  They  say  to  the  world,  **  look  on  us  and  see  how  cor- 
rectly we  live  without  being  indebted  to  the  goi^  at  all^  and  be 
cooyinced  that  the  agencies  and  appliances  of  Christnuufy  art 
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wholly  unnecessary."  U  this  the  morality  to  which  the  gentle- 
man refers!  If  so,  I  will  admit  the  system  I  advocate  does  not 
secure  the  salvation  of  such  moralists.  The  only  true  morality, 
is  that  which  is  based  on  Christian  principles,  and  maintained  by 
the  motives,  faith,  and  influence  of  the  gospel.  It  is  a  morality 
which  renders  to  "  God  the  things  which  are  God's,  as  well  as  to 
Cesar,  the  things  which  are  Caesar^s."  And  I  deny  that  such  are 
excluded,  on  my  principles,  from  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 

The  gentleman  names  a  number  of  statesmen,  who  he  suppo- 
ses must  be  lost,  if  my  doctrine  be  true.  But  to  make  out  his 
case,  he  is  obliged  to  assume  that  these  distinguised  statesmen 
lived  and  died  in  a  state  of  sin  and  moral  corruption.  This  is  a 
responsibility  I  am  not  prepared  to  take.  Mr.  Austin  can  do  so, 
if  he  chooses.  But  let  us  suppose  the  men  to  whom  he  refers,  do 
spend  their  lives  in  sin  and  rebellion  against  God ;  while  they 
snow  themselves  well  skilled  in  the  science  of  human  govern- 
ment, they  refuse  to  acknowledge  in  any  proper  way,  the  lawful 
claims  of  the  divine  government;  and  suppose  them  to  die  in  this 
state  of  moral  alienation  from  God,  and  as  a  result,  they  are  ex- 
cluded from  the  blessings  of  God's  spiritual  kingdom.  Can  this 
be  made  the  ground  of  a  charge  against  God,  or  his  plan  of  sal- 
vation ?  Do  not  these  same  men  advocate  the  right  of  govern- 
ment to  banish  rebellious  subjects  1  If  it  is  wrong  to  shut  them 
out  of  heaven  in  another  world,  then  it  was  wrong  to  have  shut 
them  out  (as  they  were)  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  on  earth.  If  it 
is  wrong  to  punish  such  men  because  they  are  statesmen,  the 
charge  of  injustice  stands  with  as  much  force  against  limited,  aa 
endless  punishment. 

I  beg  leave  to  remind  the  eentleman  of  a  fact  that  he  seems  to 
have  entirely  overlooked  in  these  negative  arguments,  viz  :  ^^that 
God  is  no  respecter  of  persons."  In  his  eye,  ^  statesman  is  no 
more  than  any  other  man.  "  The  wisdom  of  this  world  is  fool- 
ishness with  God." — (Paul.)  Indeed,  if  in  the  catalogue  of  wick- 
ed men,  there  is  one  more  blame-worthy  than  another,  it  is  he 
to  whom  God  has  given  giant  intellect,  but  who,  instead  of  ma- 
king suitable  acknowledgments  to  God,  in  faith  and  humble  ado- 
ration, maintains  a 


'^  perpetual  stmggle,  night  aad  day, 

To  proTe  he  is  his  oum  proprietor 

And  independent  of  his  God,  that  what 

He  has  might  be  esteemed  his  owm,  and  praised 

Assnch. 

And  in  the  madness  of  his  pride,  he  bide 
Ilis  godfareweU,  and  tuma  cneajf  to  be 
A  god  Atmscf/';— (Pollock.) 

Another  negative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  my  yiew 
makes  religion  a  matter  of  mere  selfishness  and  calculation.  If, 
by  selfishness,  he  means  to  say,  orthodox  Christians  only  serve 
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God  out  of  fear  of  endless  punishment — that  this  is  the  fonnda- 
tion  on  which  they  build  a  Christian  character,  he  has  entirely 
misapprehended  the  basis  of  true  religion.  Fear  of  punishment, 
or  fear  of  hell,  may  act  as  a  motive  to  deter  from  sin,  but  it  can 
never  constitute  a  foundation  of  Christian  character.  No  such  el- 
ement of  Christian  character  is  recognized  by  any  class  of  evan- 
gelical Christians.  There  is  a  kind  of  fear,  denominated  filial, 
which  is  an  essential  element  of  true  relij^ion.  In  this  sense  we 
are  told  the  **  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom,"  and 
are  exhorted  to  **  fear  God  and  keep  his  commandments.'^  This 
fear  embraces  supreme  love  to  God.  hence,  is  not  a  mere  matter  of 
selfishness.  If  my  friend  refers  to  this,  I  do  not  dispute  the  point, 
but  claim  the  argument  to  support  my  cause. 

As  to  religion  being  a  matter  of  calculation,  if  the  gentleman 
means  to  say  Christians  calculate  to  serve'  God  and  secure  end- 
less happiness,  T  do  not  object.  This  has  always  been  a  charac- 
teristic of  true  Christians.  Moses  ^^  chose  rather  to  suffer  afflic- 
tion with  the  people  of  Grod,  than  enjoy  the  pleasures  of  sin  for 
a  season,  because  he  had  respect  Unto  the  recompense  of  the  re- 
ward.*' Abraham  "  looked  for  a  city  which  hath  foundations, 
whose  builder  and  maker  is  God."  Even  Christ  is  said  to  have 
'^  endured  the  cross,  despising  the  shame,  for  the  joy  that  was  set 
before  him." — (Heb.  xi.  10 :  xii.  2.)  If  religious  caulculation  is  to 
he  made  an  objection,  we  are  glad  to  be  found  in  good  company. 
I  suppose  when  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  came  to  our  world,  it  was 
his  calculation  to  redeem  it,  to  proclaim  his  gospel,  and  fix  the 
terms  of  reconciliation.  And  wnen  he  said.  **  he  that  believeth, 
shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned,"  he 
meant  just  what  he  said,  and  calculated  to  carry  out  these  decla- 
rations to  the  very  letter.  So  far  from  objecting'to  religious  cal- 
culation, I  take  it  upon  me  to  say,  that  he  who  does  not  calcu- 
late to  be  a  Chnstian,  cannot  be  saved,  so  long  as  that  state  of 
mind  continues,  ^rom  the  fact  that  the  gentleman  urges  this  ob- 
jection to  my  theory,  I  conclude  Universalists  do  not  calculate  to 
'^  fear  God  and  keep  his  commandments."  And  I  heie  solenmly 
and  emphatically  charge  it  against  Universalism,  as  a  proof  of 
its  anti-christian  and  soul-destroying  character,  that  it  annihilates 
that  Christian  calculation,  and  Teligious  purpose,  which  is  essen- 
tial to  vital  piety>  and  it  furnishes  no  motives  arising  out  of  its 
own  sanctions,  which  can  counteract  the  natural  carelessness 
and  recklessness  of  depraved  men,  respecting  the  rewards  of  vir- 
tue, and  the  final  consequences  of  sin. 

Mr.  Austin  thinks  Newton  could  not  have  been  a  Calvinist,  be- 
cause he  was  a  Unitarian.    Are  not  some  Unitarians  Calvinists  % 

Mr.  Austin. — No. 

HoLMBs. — This  maybe  so.    I  am  not  sufficiently  aequain- 
"^  Unitarians  to  ^astif^  a  contrary  assertion.    Nor  is  it 
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material,  since  the  charge  of  Unitarianism  is  as  unfonnded  as 
that  of  Uniyersalism.  Dr.  Brewster  has  proved  him  orthodox  ia 
his  views,  and  humble  and  sincere  in  bis  religious  character. 

As  this  subject  is  up  a^ain,  I  may  as  well  finish  what  I  have 
to  say  on  Mr.  Austin's  list  of  Universalists,  in  connection  with 
his  argument  on  ancient  Univertalism.  This  I  should  have  done 
before,  had  not  my  time  expired  too  soon. 

I  said  in  one  of  my  speeches — ^^  not  the  slightest  evidence  can 
be  found  of  any  such  system  of  doctrine  as  that  advocated  by 
Mr.  Austin,"  "during  1700  years."  Mr.  Austin,  remarking  uoon 
it,  leaves  out  the  Qualifying  words — *^  as  tliat  advocated  by  Mr, 
Awitinj*^  and  then  cnarges  me  with  deplorable  is^norance  of  eccle*> 
siastical  histor)r  for  making  the  assertion.  I  will  not  remark  upon 
the  argumentative  honesty  displayed  in  changing  the  sense  of  a 
pstssaj^e  in  order  to  obtain  a  pretence  for  charging  an  opponent 
with  jgnorance.  Such  a  course  may  serve  the  cause  of  Univer- 
salism,  but  any  other,  it  could  not  serve.  But  as  to  the  declara- 
tion I  made,  I  here  distinctly  repeat  ii^  and  challenge  the  gentleman 
to  show  any  proof  to  the  contrary.  I  further  state,  if  he  ^i\\ 
present  adequate  proof  that  any  such  system  of  doctrine  as  that 
advocated  by  him,  was  taught  or  believed  by  any  respectable  wri* 
ter,  or  by  any  sect,  previous  to  the  reformation  by  Luther,  I  will 
acknowledge  deplorable  ignorance  of  ecclesiastical  history,  as 
publicly  as  I  now  make  this  stafement.  I  did  not  deny  that  the 
Gnostics  and  some  others  taught  that  sinners  mieht  escape  from 
the  torments  of  hell,  or  that  the  "  Sybilline  oracles"  are  claimed 
by  Universalists  as  supporting  their  cause.  Mr.  Austin  says 
these  "  oracles"  were  written  A.  D.  150,  "  by  certain  Christians,  to 
convince  the  heathen  of  the  truth  of  Christianity."  This  is  not 
true.  They  were  not  written  by  Christians.  Mr.  Austin  has  been 
led  into  this  error  by  following  the  *^  ancient  history  of  Univer- 
salism."  from  which  he  has  extracted  the  most  ot  his  argument 
on  this  point.  These  "  oracles"  were  a  collection  of  heathen 
prophecies  which  existed  long  before  the  coming  of  Christ,  and 
the  o;iIy  reason  why  they  were  noticed  at  all  by  Christians,  was 
because  they  were  supposed  to  contain  predictions  of  the  coming 
of  Christ,  If,  therefore,  they  contained  explicit  information  of  the 
restoration  of  sinners  from  the  torments  of  hell,  (which  is  by  no 
means  clear,)  there  is  no  proof  that  any  Christian  believed  these 
representations,  since  the  only  object  they  had  in  view  in  giving 
the  heathen  a  reprint,  was  io  convinu  them  out  oftJuirownfroph^ 
ecies^  that  Christ  was  the  true  Messiah.  Not  onl^  did  the  Christians 
not  write  them,  but  Origen  defends  them  against  the  charge  of 
having  corrupted  them,  to  serve  their  purpose.  Bishop  Horsley 
remarks  of  these  **  oracles  "  as  follows  :—*'  About  a  century  before 
Christ's  birth,  the  book  of  the  Cumaean  Sibyl  was  destroyed  by  a 
fire  which  broke  out  in  the  capital  and  consumed  the  temple  when 
those  writings  were  deposited.    T^e  Roman  Senate  thought  k  ol 
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80  much  importance  to  repair  the  loss,  that  they  sent  persons  to 
make  a  new  collection  of  the  *  Sybitline  oracles'  in  diflferent  parts 
of  Asia,  *  ♦  *  for  in  all  these  parts,  copies,  or  at  least  frag"- 
ments  of  these  prophecies,  were  supposed  to  be  preservetl.  The 
deputies,  after  some  time,  returned  with  a  thousand  verses,  more 
or  less,  from  which  collections  were  made"  and  deposited,  to  sup- 
ply the  place  of  the  original.  He  further  informs  us  that  these 
"  oracles  "  existed  in  the  days  of  Julius  Caesar,  and  their  authority 
was  claimed  by  him  as  establishing  his  right  to  the  supremacy  of 
the  empire. — (Horsley's  nine  Sermons.) 

From  this  it  follows,  1.  These  oracles  were  of  heathen  origin, 
containin;?  some  obscure  prophecies  concerninar  the  restoration  of 
the  "  Golden  Age,^^  which  some  of  the  ancient  Christians  supposed 
to  bs  predictions  of  the  advent  of  Christ.  2.  These  Christians 
took  advantage  of  the  existence  of  these  oracles,  known  to  be  re- 
garded as  sacrei  by  the  heathen,  to  aid  in  convincing  them  that 
Christ  was  the  Savior  of  the  world.  3.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
any  ancient  Christian  wrote,  believed,  or  in  any  way  became  re- 
sponsible for  the  particular  theological  tenets  inculcated  in  these 
books ;  hence,  in  quoting  theSe  oracles  as  proof  that  the  Christian 
Church  of  that  day  rejected  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment, 
Universalism  gives  another  proof  of  the  ffailty  and  insecurity  of 
its  foundation.  4.  Should  we  allow  Mr.  Austin  all  he  contends 
for  on  this  point,  the  same  authority  which  he  quotes  to  establish 
the  existence  at  that  time,  of  the  doctrine  of  restorationism,  al.-^ 
proves  that  Christians  of  thnt  day  believe  J  there  is  a  future  hell — 
that  it  is  endless,  and  that  sinners  will  be  tormented  there. 

Mr.  Austin  claim?  Germany  for  Universalism.  That  the  Ger- 
man rationalists  (a  species  cf  infidels)  believe  it  in  some  of  its 
forms,  is  probably  true,  and  my  friend  is  welcome  fo  all  the  credit 
his  theory  can^in  from  that  source.  It  is  also  possible  there  it 
here  and  there  one  of  the  evangelical  school  who  may  partially 
yield  to  the  skeptical  pressure  from  without,  and  he  indefinite  in 
.  his  views  on  this  point.  Let  it  be  remembered,  that  Germany 
has  been  over-run  with  rationalism,  for  a  century  or  more,  and  is 
but  just  beginning  to  recover.  Some  clergymen  who  are  denom- 
inated evangelical,  mix  much  **vain  philosophy"  with  their 
teachings,  and  in  fact  occupy  a  middle  point  between  rationalism 
and  evangelical  religion.  In  re^rd  to  Tholuck,  I  shall  believe 
his  own  published  declarations,  in  preference  to  any  hearsay  tes- 
timony that  the  gentleman  can  adduce.  I  have  beforiB  me  his 
own  teitimony,  that  he  believes  the  doctrine  of  the  trtnitu — snpremt 
divinity  of  Christ — vicarious  atonement — salvation  by  faith --ti, 
future  and  genend  judgment,  and  the  punishment  of  the  wicked 
aubseqaent  to  the  decisions  of  that  day.  I  have  nd  dbubt  tba.t 
Tholuck  would  regard  American  Universalism  with'  no  n^ore  fa- 
vor than  he  does  German  rationalism. 
Mti  Auitin  mentions  **  Rev.  John  Foster  "  as  a  tTiiiyaHfi^il, 
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calls  him  "  one  of  the  eminent  theologians  of  Great  Britian,"  and 
^oe^  into  extatic  raptures.  It  is  not  true  that  he  was  *'  an  emi* 
nent  theologian  ;*'  he  never  distingaished  himself  in  this  depart- 
ment, and  was  far  from  being  popular  as  a  preacher.  He  was 
chiefly  admired  for  his  style  and  talent  as  a  writer  on  general  sub- 
jects. 

In  regard  to  Origen,  in  addition  to  what  we  have  said  elsewhere, 
we  ^iye  the  following  extracts  from  standard  authors.  Dr.  Mo- 
sheim  says :  The  Christian  doctors  of  the  third  century  applied 
themselves  to  the  study  of  letters  and  philosophy,  soon  aoan- 
doned  the  frec^uented  paths,  and  struck  out  into  tne  devious  vnids 
of  fancy.  Ongen  was  at  the  head  of  tkit  speculative  tribe  *^  He 
telU  us«  Origen  adopted  as  his  rule — ^**  the  scriptures  are  of  little 
use  to  those  who  understand  them  as  they  are  written?"*  Again. 
**  He  could  not  find  in  the  Bible  the  opinions  he  had  adopted,  as 
long  as  he  interpreted  that  sacred  book  according  to  its  literal 
sense.  But  Plato,  Aristotle,  Zeno,  and  indeed  the  whole  philoso- 
phic tribe,  could  not  fail  to  obtain  for  their  sentiments  a  place  in 
the  gospel,  when  it  was  interpreted  by  the  wanton  inventions  of 
fancy.  Hence,  all  who  desired  to  model  Christianity  according  to 
thsir  fancy  ^  or  their  favorite  system  of  philosophy^  embraced  Origen'' s 
method  of  interpretation.''  (Vol.  1.  p.  214.  Note  p.  218.)  Dr. 
Milner  says,  in  the  hands  of  Origen  the  pure  gospel  suffered  much 
by  an  admixture  of  Gentilism.   (History  of  the  church,  vol .  p.  243 .) 

Dr.  Hawies  remarks — ^*  Indeed  even  then^  (during  his  life  time) 
many  of  sounder  principles  disputed  his  (Origen^s)  Platonic  dog- 
mas as  heretical :  and  his  own  diocesan  of  Alexandria,  in  two  coun- 
cils, deposed  and  degraded  him  from  the  priesthood  for  false  doc- 
trines/'—(Church  History  vol.  1,  pp.  229-230.  Such  is  the  char- 
acter of  the  man  whom  .  Mr.  Austin  and  his  brethren  generally 
set  up  as  the  champion  of  Universalists  in  the  third  century.  In 
what  sense  he  was  a  Universalist  I  have  shown  elsewhere.  * 

Mr.  Austin  says,  there  are  many  in  orthodox  Churches  who 
ucretly  embrace  tJniversalism.  I  will  not  dispute  this.  There 
is  much  secret  infidelity  in  the  land,  and  it  would  not  be  strange 
should  there  be  some  secret  Universalism.  Indeed,  we  have  proof 
of  this.  The  secret  often  comes  out.  A  numerous  class  of  those 
expelled  from  orthodox  Churches,  governed  by  their  elective  affin- 
ities, find  fraternal  relations  in  the  Universalist  order.  Giving 
at  the  same  time  evidence  of  their  secret  Universalism,  and  an 
explanation  of  their  Christian  irregularity. 

Mr.  Austin  claims  Moshiemf  as  a  Universidist ',  also,  Dr.  Bur- 
net, Bishop  Knewton,  Bishop  Tillottson,  Dr.  S.  Clark,  Dr.  Young, 
&c.    The  bare  mention  of  some  of  these  names  in  such  a  connec- 


*  Mr.  Aastiii  hM  left  thii  name,  m  well  m  tlMrt  of  Dr.  lliomM  Dkk,  o«t  of  iIm 
<  printed  eop/. 
t  Page  a09. 


■if 


tie»,  i^  ft  sufteieiit  refulatioo.  For  the  sematiider,  as  the  gentle- 
man  hae  not  given  the  first  particle  of  teetimonr  to  eapport  hie 
iedaration,  a  nmple  denial  of  the  coreotneee  of  hie  sUtement  will 
be  9uAcieDt  lor  the  present. 

Th^  gentiemaa  etill  farther  extends  for  the  '^Basillidians,''  and 
"  Carpocratians "  as  ancient  Universalists.  These  sects  were 
harxkcEes  of  the  Gnostics,  whose  corrupt  and  blasphemoos  char- 
acter I  have  already  described.  In  re^rd  to  the  sects  named 
above*  let  as  hear  Moshiem.  After  giving  any  thing  but  a  fiat- 
ering  account  of  *'  Basillides,''  he  remarks,  **  it  is  certain  that  he 
was  far  surpassed  ia  impiety  by  *'  Carpocrates,^*  who  carried  the 
tinostip  blasphemies  to  a  more'  enoroMus  degree  of  extravagance 
than  they  had  ever  been  brought  by  any  of  that  sect.^^  «  •  • 
*^  He  maintained  the  eternity  qf  corrupt  matter ^  and  the  creation 
of  the  world  from itbya?iySi<|H>ic«r«."  *  *  *  "But  besides 
these,  he  prorogated  sentiments  and  maxims  of  a  horrid  kind. 
He  assert^  tnat  Jesus  was  bom  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  according 
to  the  ordinary  course  of  nature."  *  •  •  •  *'His  doctr)ne» 
also,  with  respect  to  practice,  was  licentious  in  the  highest  degree. 
For  he  not  only  allowed  his  disciples  full  liberty  to  sin,  but  re- 
commended to  then  a  vicious  course  of  life  as  a  matter,  both  of 
obligation  and  necessity:  asserting  that  eternal  salvation  was 
only  attainable  by  those  who  had  committed  all  sorts  of  crimes, 
and  daringly  filled' up  the  cup  of  their  iniquity." — (Church  History 
p.  74.)  I  might  quote  much  more  to  the  same  effect^  but  this 
)8  enough  in  ul  conscience.  Such  are  the  characters  with  which 
Mr.  Austin  claims  affinity,  and  on  whose  doctrines  he  builds  his 
argument  for  the  antiquity  of  Universalism.  I  am  willing  to  al- 
low there  is  a  remarkable  similarity  between  these  views,  and 
some  points  in  the  theory  he  has  advocated  during  this  discussion, 
find  I  nope  the  iMtdieace  will  give  him  the  full  benefit  of  the  rela- 
tionship. 

I  have  now  ^nished  what  I  have  to  say  on  my  friend^s  ^  an- 
cient Universalism,"  and  the  unfounded  claims  ne  has  made  tp 
the  suffrages  of  great  men«  unless  he  shall  call  my  attention  to  it 
again.  And  let  m^  here  a^^,  ^*  what  dt>pendence  can  we  place 
upon  the  state^iMnts  of  a  controversialist,'^  who  so  far  presninea 
upon  the  ignorapce  of  community,  as  to  use  such  arguments,  and 
"  deliberately  make  such  assertions.'' 

Allow  the  gentleman  his  otm  premises,  undisputed » and  the  con- 
clusion must  be,  that  the  preheat  form  of  Universalism  iathe  *'/ot- 
n7  remain***  qf  ^at  aaciept  lystem  of  the  Gnostics,  which  n^re- 
sente4  Jehovah  an  ofostate  •'^~dug  up,  white- washed,  ^rirjad  tP- 

Sethert  9^nd  wrought  into  a  skeleton,  by  the  analomtcu  ^ki)1  of 
>alIou  and  his  coadjutors;  and  being  labeled  here  and  tliere  wifli 
tcriptive  nainea  Mm  ihtsim^it  ia  ex^bited  in  Iba  TMieiipBst 
Ijpits  of  the  land,  to^delude  the  ignorant,  and  gratify  ik%fiig9i^» 
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9XNCIME  OOSFKL. 

My  iixteeiith  Argament  is  founded  on 

THS  BIBLE  VIEW  OF  THE  FINAL  CONDITION  OF  THE  BUfimtL 

We  have  alreadv  seen  that  eternal  life  is  eonditioital,  and  that 
the  Bible  places  tne  sinner  in  direct  contrast  to  the  righteoas,  m 
thii  lift-^4n  dga^^-^in  the  resi^rreetion^^nd  in  the  day  of  judgment. 
We  now  proceed  to  show  what  the  same  unerring  authoritj  says 
of  his  final  condition. 

1 .  And  iiret  it  d^^larefS  the  nnrighteons,  or  sinner,  shall  not  see 
— shall  not  enter  into — hath  no  inheritance  in — and  $Mi  not  in* 
keriiy  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  the  kingdom  of  God,  or  of  Christ. 
The  follewiag  passages  will  justify  this  conclusion. 

John  iti.  3. — **  Except  a  roan  be  born  again,  he  Cannot  seli  the 
kingdom  of  God.*'  Verse  5th,  it  is  said,  he  *<  cannot  ei^ter  into 
the  kingdom  of  God.*^  That  this  refers  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven 
in  a  future  state,  is  evident  from  thie  12th  and  13tn  versed,  where 
our  Lord  tells  Nieodemus  that  he  is  not  speaking  of  earthly  things, 
(only  in  the  use  of  miMaphors  drawn  from  earth,)  but  of  heavenly 
thtngs,  as  dtstingnished  from  earth. 

Matt.  V.  20. — "  For  I  say  unto  you,  that  eJteept  your  right- 
cottsness  shall  eiCceed  the  righteousness  of  the  l^ribes  and  Phar- 
isees, you  shall  to  no  cast  enteif  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 
That  this  refers  to  heaven  and  ^Ibry  hereafter,  is  evident  from 
the  preceding  passage,  in  wMeh  me  kingdom  of  heaven  on  earth 
is  spoken  of,  and  certain  characters  in  this  kingdom  are  said  to 
break  the  commandments  of  God,  ^  and  teach  men  so.*'  But  the 
kingdom  described  in  the  passage  quoted  above,  eieludes  all  such 
— they  shall  not  enter  into  it ;  hence,  this  olust  be  the  kingdom  of 
gtorv  in  the  future  state. 

Matt.  vii.  21.— «♦  Not  every  one  that  saith  unto  me,  Ix)rd,  Lord, 
shall  enter  into  the  kingdon  of  heaven,  but  be  that  doeth  the  will 
of  my  Father  which  is  in  heaven.*^  The  heaven  here  spoken  of 
must  be  in  the  future  world — it  is  the  same  in  which  God  tife 
Father  exists,  as  the  centre  of  heavenly  felicity :  into  this  heaven 
none  shall  enter,  save  thoie  who  **  do  the  will  df  my  Father, 
fthich  is  in  heaven.^  This  is  still  farmer  apparent  from  the  fol- 
lowing verses.  "  Many  will  say  unto  me  in  that  day,  [the  day 
of  judgment,]  Lord,  Lord,  have  we  hot  prophesied  in  thy  name  ? 
[in  the  kingdom  of  God  on  earth,]  and  in  thy  name  cast  ont  devils  f 
and  in  thy  name  done  many  Wonderful  Works  ?  And  then  will  t 
profess  unto  them,  (  never  knew  you  [an  genuine  Chrisdans:] 
depart  from  me,  ye  that  work  iniquity.**  The  remaining  verses  df 
the  chapter  declare,  in  fearful  language,  the  consequences  of  dis* 
obeying  the  words  of  Christ. 

1  Cor.  vi.  9. — '*  Know  re  not  dhit  the  unrighttons  shall  hot 
mksrii  the  kingdom  of  6M?    B^  not  i!eetev^ ;  nerthet  fomita* 
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tors,  nor  idolaters,  nor  adulterers,  nor  effemiDftte,  nor nboadrs  of. 
themselves  with  mankind,  nor  thieves,  nor  covetous,  nor  drunk- 
ards, nor  rerilers,  nor  extortioners,  shall  inherit  the  kingdom  of 
Qod:* 

Eph.  T.  5.  **No  whoremoneer,  nor  unclean  person,  nor  coretoos 
man,  who  is  an  idolater,  hath  any  inheritaace  m  the  kingdom  of 
God  and  of  Christ." 

Here  it  is  expressl;^  stated,  that  the  characters  above  described 
shall  not  see  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  shall  not  enter  into  it. 
Moreover,  they  $hall  not  inherit  it ;  and  finally,  they  have  no  in- 
ktritanu  there.  The  term  inherit,  in  this  connection,  has  peculiar 
force.  Christians  are  said  to  be  **  htir$,  according  to  the  hope  of 
eternal  life."  Rom.  viii.  17. — If  children,  then  heirs;  heirs  of 
God,  and  joint  heirs  with  Christ,  if  so  be  that  we  suifrr  with  him, 
that  we  may  be  also  glorified  together."  1  Pet.  i.  3,  4.-^*'  God 
hath  begotten  us  to  a  lively  hope,  *  *  *  *  to  an  inheri- 
tance incomiptible,  undefiled,  cuid  that  fadeth  not  away,  rtmrved 
in  heaven  for  you  who  are  kept  by  the  power  oi  God  through 
faith  unto  salvation,  ready  to  be  revealed  in  the  last  time." 

Here  we  see  that  Christians  alone  inherit  the  kingdom  of  beavea 
and  glory,  and  that  their  inheritance  arises  out  of  their  adoption — 
**if  children,  then  heirs:*' — and  also  that  it  is  an  inheritance 
not  belonging  to  this  life.  )f  they  are  adopted  children  of  God, 
they  are  already  in  the  kingdom  of  God  on  earth  ;  but  the  inher- 
itance of  the  Christian  is  said  to  be  **  reserved  in  heaven  for  those 
who  are  kept  by  the  power  of  God,  through  faith  unto  salvation." 
Thus  again,  we  have  the  Christian  and  sinner  placed  in  direct 
contrast,  in  regard  to  ihe  final  possession  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
That  which  the  Christian  inherits,  it  is  expressly  stated,  is  no  in- 
heritance to  the  sinner,  and  that  he  shall  not  inherit  it.  How, 
then,  let  me  ask,  can  the  characters  above  described  be  finally  holy 
and  happy?  Thousands  live  and  die  in  the  full  indulgence  of  all 
these  abominations.  They  do  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God 
on  earth,  in  any  sense  ;  how,  then,  can  they  be  holy  and  happy  ? 
Can  they  become  holy  and  happy  without  so  much  as  seeing  the 
kin^om  of  God,  or  entering  into  it  ?  Teil  me,  is  the  influence  of 
ChrisVs  kingdom  essential  to  holiness  and  happiness?  Can  men 
be  saved  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  without  any  inheritance 
there  ?  and  without  being  allowed  to  inherit  it  ? 

But  Mr.  Austin  may  say,  the  above  passages  are  only  intended 
to  teach  that  sinners  shall  not  enter  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth. 
Answer.  This  would  be  a  direct  contradiction  of  Christ,  who, 
speakinf^  of  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth,  says — ;*  the  kjagdrah  of 
heaven  is  like  unto  a  net  that  was  cast  into  the  sea,  and^thered 
of  every  kind ;  which,  when  it  was  full,  they  drew  to  shii^,  and 
sat  down,  and  gathered  the  good  into  vessels,  but  caal  the  bad 
away.  The  gospel  net,  in  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth,  fmlifra 
^^      ~  kind  \  men  cannot  discnmiiiaiei  between  the  hfd  mHi^^x  < 
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botk  classes  often  have  a  place  together.  But  the  day  of  ncrotiny 
is  approaching,  when  the  net  will  be  drawn  to  shore,  and  weshaU 
**  discern  between  the  ri<^hteous  and  the  wicked,  between  him 
that  scrvetb  GoJ,  and  hirn  that  serveth  him  not."  Hence,  our 
Lord  adds,  **  so  shall  it  be  at  the  end  of  the  world ;  the  angels 
shall  come  forth,  and  sever  the  wicked  from  amonz  the  just,  and 
shall  cast  them  into  the  furnace  of  fire  ;  there  shall  be  wailing  and 
gnashing  of  teeth."  Here  we  have  a  description  of  the  practical 
workings  of  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth — of  its  termination — and 
of  the  treatment  which  those  gathered  by  the  gospel  net  shall  re- 
cieve.  according  to  their  moral  character — when  ihe  bad,  the  un- 
righteous, shall  be  excluded — and  the  good,  the  righteous,  shall 
inherit  the  kingdom  of  eternal  glory,  *•  prepared  for  them  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world.*' — (Malt.  xxv.  34.)  Into  this  kingdom, 
the  ungodly  not  only  shall  not  enter,  hut  they  •*  shall  not  inherit" 
it,  and  have  "  no  inheritance"  there.  But,  says  Universalism,  the 
term  kingdom  refers  to  the  reign  of  Christ  on  earth,  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  final  salvation  of  men.  This  sentiment  I 
have  found  in  nearly  every  Universalist  book  I  have  read.  That 
Christ  has  established  a  spiritual  reign  on  earth,  in  the  hearts  of 
all  tnie  t)elievers.  and  that  the  Gospel  dispensation  is  sometimeB 
called  the  "  kingdom  of  God" — "  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"  I  freely 
admit.  The  kingdom  of  God  is  set  up  on  earth,  as  the  incipient 
state  of  that  spiritual  reign,  which  is  to  have  no  end  with  respect 
to  those  who  yield  to  its  moral  sway,  and  are  transferred  to  the 
heavenly  state ;  but  that  this  language  is  never  applied  to  the  fu- 
ture heavenly  state,  is  most  palpably  false  and  absurd.  Whether 
Mr.  Austin  will  take  this  ground,  I  know  not ;  but  if  he  does,  I 
wish  him  to  give  special  attention  to  the  following  considerations. 

1.  If  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  of  God,  or  of  Christ,  be  coii- 
flnel  to  this  world — then  St.  Paul  was  mistaken  when  he  said, 
**flesh  and  blood  cannot  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God.'* 

2.  If  it  be  confined  to  tbii?  life,  then,  as  our  Lord  says  it  con- 
sists of  "  righteousness,  peace,  and  joy  in  the  Holy  Ghost,"  it 
follows,  that  these  elements  of  Christian  character  ami  enjoyment 
are  confined  to  this  life. 

3  If  it  be  confined  to  this  life,  why  is  it  said  to  he  reserved  in 
heaven  for  those  who  are  Christians  here — who  love  God  here — 
who  are  in  this  life  **  kept  by  the  power  of  God,  through  faith 
unto  Falvation" — and  why  is  this  kingdom  prom /W  to  those  who 
love  him,  and  are  rich  in  faith  ?  If  they  love  God,  and  are  rich 
in  faith,  they  are  already  in  the  kingdom. 

4.  If  it  be  confined  to  this  world,  how  is  it  that  the  unrighteous 
shall  not  inherit  it  ?  To  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God  in  this  world, 
is  to  acquire  a  title  to  it  by  spiritual  relationship.  This  is  done, 
by  repentance  and  faith  in  Christ,  and  thousands  of  the  unright- 
eous have  inherited  the  kingdom  in  this  way.  But  if  we  suppose 
this  kingdom  to  be  the  future  and  heavenly — then  this  languaiy 
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ifi  eonsistent  and  fearfully  true,  since  those  who  die  in  anright- 
•ousness,  have  no  means  of  acquiring  an  inheritance  there. 

5.  If  it  be  confined  to  this  life,  then  that  moral  state  of  heart 
to  which  our  Lord  referred  when  he  said,  **  the  kingdom  of  God 
is  within  you,"  must  terminate  at  death,  for  if  it  be  transferred 
with  the  Christian  to  the  future  state,  it  follows,  the  same  king- 
dom  will  exist  there  that  existed  here,  and  consequently  the  an- 
•righteous  shall  not  inherit  it. 

6.  If  the  kingdom  of  God  and  Christ  extends  not  beyond  this 
life,  then  it  does  not  embrace  the  resurrection ;  and  on  this  hy- 
pothesis, how  are  men  to  be  raised  from  the  dead  ?  and  what  is 
the  condition  of  men  between  death  and  the  resurrection  ?  Arc 
they  under  the  divine  government,  or  no  government  at  all  ? 

7.  If  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  of  Christ,  and  of  God,  is  confined 
to  the  narrow  precincts  of  this  worid,  then,  how  is  it  that  Christ  is 
to  reign  until  he  has  put  down  all  rule  and  all  authority  ?  how  is 
be  to  destroy  death,  the  last  enemy,  and  after  the  resurrection^ 
"  d'»ltver  up  the  kinedom  to  the  Father  ?" 

When  Mr.  Austm  has  fairly  disposed  of  aU  these  difficulties^ 
we  can  furnish  him  with  as  many  more. 

The  conclusion  which  unavoidably  flows  from  all  this  is,  that 
as  the  unrighteous  have  no  inheritance  in  the  kingdom  of  God  and 
of  Christ — those  who  die  in  a  state  of  corruption  and  impenitencv, 
can  never  acquire  an  inheritance  there,  and  hence  can  ntver  M 
saved. 

One  word  in  regard  to  another  point,  before  I  sit  down. 

Anxious  to  crowd  the  usual  quantity  of  matter  into  his  fifth  re- 
ply on  this  question,  Mr.  Austin  has  bunted  up  an  old  pamphlet, 
in  which  he  finds,  from  my  pen,  a  statement  on  the  subject  of  de- 
pravity, no  word  of  which  I  have  ever  seen  occasion  to  alter.  But 
10  that  statement  there  is  one  word,  a  qualifying  word,  which  he 
thinks  capable  of  being  misconstrued,  and  forthwith  he  proceeds, 
as  usual,  to  attach  to  it  a  meaning  which  I  never  intended.  About 
one  quarter  of  his  entire  speech  is  built  ujion  the  misapplicatioa 
of  that  one  word.  It  seems  a  pity  to  spoil  so  much  of  the  ren- 
tleman*s  labor,  on  which  he  evidently  prides  himself  consideraole. 
But  I  must  inform  the  audience  that  the  word  **  now,**  as  found  in 
the  statement  referred  to,  was  used  with  respect  to  the  whole 
world,  embracing  every  descendant  of  Adam  :  and  was  intended 
to  distinguish  their  condition  from  what  it  would  have  been,  on 
aupposition  of  their  existence,  unconnected  with  the  blesiunga  of 
redemption.  He  remarks,  tbat  on  my  theory,  the  benefits  of  the 
atonement  of  Christ  are  wholly  conditional^  from  which  he  en- 
deavors to  infer  infant  damnation.  I  am  willing  to  make  all  the 
allowance  required  by  his  deficiency  of  information  on  thegeoeral 
subject  of  theology,  but  the  rest  must  be  put  down  to  the  scQJre  pT 
designed  misrepresentation.  I  have  all  along  ta^igbt 
■^*'      ent  took- effect,  and  waa  aTailable  in  behalf  tjifsi] 


^e  moment  f1i«  promise  ^as  i^iven-^^nd'tiiatM  f ftr  as  Ike  de5« 
ee?t!fanff  of  Adatn  (brefore  as  well  as  after  the  erueiifixioD,)  are 
nixtonditioru^ly  (tirat  is,  withotit  tfcerr  agency)  ioToked  in  the  ef- 
fects of  transgression  by  fhtir  fethrai  kead,  they  are  unoondition' 
€Uly  savid  by  virtite  ofiha  xttonement.  No  man  will  be<iamiied 
for  Adain*8  sin ;  hut,  if  at  all,  for  his  own  pertonal  and  ifelnu" 
iary  tramsris$ions.-^l  Time  expired. 
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GMlemen  Moderators  .* — Mr.  Holmes  reMutmes  his  aigiuntnt  on 
the  Day  of  JudgmeiU,  at  the  cpmmencemeiit  of  hit  last  speacii.* 
ONriy a  ap  by  the  orerw-belaiog  force  of  the  the  teetimony  I  Mva 
itttmaced,  he  has  at  last  beea  compelled  to  ackDowle4ge  that  *'  to 
jadl^e,*'  signifies  to  exercise  rule  and  authority  over  man,  «and 
that  Christ  does  commeace  his  '^  judgment*'  in  this  lifeJ'  This  itf 
tb«  first  time,  I  believe,  that  a  clerj^yraao  who  calls  himself  artho- 
tex,  has^eknowledgad  his  belief  in  these  vtears  of  Judgment.  I 
think  I  «an,  therefore,  claim  the  honor  of  being  instrumental  in 
conTertiog  our  evengelical  brethren  to  this  important  lioctrine.  But 
the  Elder  insists  that  Christ's  judgment  can^miie«,to  the  next  world. 
That  hts  reign,  hia  kingdom,  continues  to  the  future  existence,.  I 
liave  already  declared  to  be  my  settled  belief.  But  the  Elder  ha« 
0Ot  ptrored  that  any  such  erents,  as  his  particular  dayqfjudgm^ 
when  all  men  are  to  be  assembled,  and  a  judicial  sentence  passed 
vpoa  them*  will  ever  take  place  in  the  world  to  come.  All  his  ef- 
forts to  prove  sucha  transaction  bv  strained  constructions  of  Scrip- 
ture, are  but  attempts  to  make  God*s  word  contradict  itself.  Ihave 
Atoved  by  the  plainest  declarations  of  Christ,  thai  all  hia  epecial 
judgments,  in  which  the  wicked  are  sentenced  to  punishment,  take 
Blacrin  this  world !  The  fact  that  some  paasagea  speak  of  jodg- 
»ag  the  cfmsf,  is  no  evidence  that  such  judging  does-noUtake  plaee 
■antil  «fter  the  death  of  the  body.  Nothing  is  more  common  tha^ 
to  represent  men  in  &  sinful  conditioa  in  this  life*  as  being  dead, 
St  Paul  says— **  You  hath  he  euickened,  who  are  <2^  in  trenaa- 
•es  and  sins."— (Eph.  ii.  1.)  Judging  thedeai,  in  Scripture^ jjhra* 
neology,  signifies  esercieiiig  authority  and  rule  over  the^nful 
•meag  i»en.  This  fact  explains  the  passage  in  Eev.  tx.  ll*-}^, 
which  speaks  of  the  judgment  of  the  dead,  small  and  great  It  is« 
highly  Bg«ralive  description  of  the  condemnation  (S  the  Jewish 
people,  in  consequence  of  their  rejection  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ 
The  Elder,  like  most  suoportare  of  his  doctrine,  is  fond  of  i^uotiiig 
from  the  book  of  Revelations.  It  is  one  of  the  most  tm^eriki^ 
books  of  the  whdleBihie-^italai^guage  is  highly  met^phpricsal,  and 
diffioalt  to  he  aBderstQod-*-andliitM  dependence  can  be^^||M|^Afigf 
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it  in  BttBport  of  any  doctrine.  Yet  wtthoat  the  leaet  attempt  to 
ahow  that  the  paseages  he  qaotea»  sustain  the  sentiment  in  bdalf 
of  which  he  introduces  them,  he  depends  upon  the  preconceived 
opinions  of  the  uninformed,  to  give  them  a  construction  favorable 
to  his  views.  For  the  instruction  of  my  friend,  and  others  equally 
unenlightened  on  this  subject,  let  me  read  to  him  Dr.  Adam  Clarke's 
views  of  the  book  of  Revelations,  and  his  notion  of  the  propriety 
of  quoting  passages  from  it  in  support  ^f  his  theory.  He  says — *'l 
repeat  it,  1  do  not  understand  the  book,  [of  Revelations,]  and  I  am 
satisfied  that  not  one  who  has  written  on  the  subject,  knows  eny 
thing  mare  of  it  than  myself  P*  Elder  Holmes  seems  to  be  wiser 
in  this  matter,  than  his  father  in  Inael.  In  another  place,  Dr  Clarke 
says — **  We  should  be  very  cautious  hpw  we  make  a  figwrative 
expression,  used  in  the  most  fi^rative  book  in  the  Bible,  (the  book 
of  Revelations,]  the  foundation  of  a  very  important  literal  synem. 
•  •  ♦  •  The  strange  conjectures  formed  on  this  very  uncertain 
basis,  have  not  been  very  creditable  either  to  reason  or  reiigiony 
— {Dr.  C.  on  I  Cor.  xv.  23.)'  Dr.  Clarke  also  makes  use  of  the  fol- 
lowing language—'*  Let  it  ever  be  remembered  that  by  Xhfi  ^neial 
consent  of  all  (except  the  basely  interested,)  no  metafkor  is  ever 
to  be  protluced  in  proof  oi  any  doctrine.  In  the  things  that  con- 
cern our  eternal  salvation,  we  need  the  most  pointed  and  express 
evidence  on  which  to  establish  the  faith  of  our  souls! ! — (Dr.  C. 
on  Matt.  V.  26.)  This  enlightened  decision  and  just  rebuke, 
sweeps  away  not  only  all  that  Elder  Holmes  has  quoted  from  the 
book  of  Revelations  in  support  of  his  views,  but  much  of  the  met' 
aphorical  language  he  has  introduced  from  other  parts  of  the  Senp* 
lures.  No  one  can  fail  to  see  that  his  chief  dependence  is  on  Jfg- 
urative  and  metaphorical  passages  of  Scriptare  ! 

Allow  me  to  notice  a  moment,  a  passage  be  has  introduced  fron 
Heb.  ix.  27,  28.  If  I  understood  him  correctly,  he  quoted  the  pat- 
sage  thus — *'  It  is  appointed  unto  men  once  to  die,  and  after  thia 
the  judgment.**'  By  omitting  the  first  word  '*  as,**  the  whole  sense 
of  the  passage  is  destroyed.  The  language  is  purely  "  anfitheH" 
cal.^*  It  will  be  evident  to  every  careful  reader  of  the  chapter 
where  this  passage  is  found,  that  the  Apostle,  thronrbont  its  ex- 
tent, runs  a  parallel,  or  comparison,  between  Jewish  High  Priesta 
under  the  l^vitical  dispensation,  and  Jesus  the  great  High  Priest 
of  the  Gospel  dispensation.  With  this  fact  in  view,  the  passage 
<juoted  becomes  very  plain — "AS  it  is  appointed  unto  men^  [Jew- 
ish Hirh  Priests,]  once  to  die^  [once  a  year  to  die  sacnficially,]  6ol 
itfter  this  the  judgment^  [i.  e.  the  decision  which  they  biongnt  frooi 
God,  of  approbation  or  disapprobation  of  the  proceedinps  of  the 
Jews,]  SO  bhist  was  once  offered,  to  hear  the  sins  of  mem  if/* 

Elder  Holmes  favors  us  wiUi  a  lecture  on  tttranity  and  tt»i»» 
teote  causes.  In  some  caser^  there  nmy  have  been  a jftdispdii* 
tion  to  insanity,  and  in  othen  not.  But  this  cannat  afleel  mp^-* 
gument    The  fact  which  I  assert  is,  that  JnmsiiUh  w 
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of  cases,  has  been  produced  by  a  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  endless 
wretchedness.  Eren  if  one  thns  crazed  had  been  predisposed  to 
insanity,  it  does  not  lessen  the  weight  of  the  fact,  that  it  was  that 
monstrous  error,  which  worked  upon  the  poor  creature's  fears  un- 
til it  made  bim  a  miserable  maniac.  Wnen  was  a  mortal  made 
craz^  by  listening  to  the  preaching  of  Jesus  or  his  Apostles 
— whether  predisposed  to  insanity  or  not  ?  The  fact  that  their 
preaching  never  produced  such  a  result,  is  the  clearest  proof  that 
they  did  not  proclaim  the  doctrine  of  endless  tortures.  He  says 
orthodoxy  has  saved  men  from  insanity.  This  bare  assertion  is 
really  cool  f  Show  us  one  well  authenticated  case,  where  the 
preaching  of  those  sentiments  which  are  peculiar  to  orthodoxy, 
ever  saved  a  mortal  from  insanity.  Did  the  proclamation  of  eter- 
nal woe  ever  save  a  human  being  from  insanity  ?  We  know  it  has 
plunged  hundreds  into  the  depths  of  insanity !  The  Elder  asserts 
that  one  great  cause  of  insanity  is  depression  of  spirits  on  account 
of  worldly  affairs.  This  declaration  contradicts  the  most  positive 
and  well  attested  facts.  I  have  given  the  ratio  of  causes  from  sta- 
tistical tables  made  at  Insane  Asylums.  From  these  tables  we 
learn  that  intemperance  has  generally  reduced  the  greatest  num- 
bers to  insanity,  and  that  reli^ous  excitement  stands  as  the  next 
most  prolific  cause.  These  tables  speak  the  truth,  and  are  more  to 
be  depended  upon  than  the  assertions  of  any  man.  As  to  suicide^ 
while  it  may  not  be  caused  the  most  frequently  by  religions  de- 
pression, it  is  well  known  that  believers  in  endless  woe,  are  fre- 
quently driven  to  self  destruction  through  the  influence  that  senti- 
ment exerts  on  their  minds. 

Elder  Holmes  declares,  that  for  every  case  of  insanity  produced 
hy  orthodox  dogmas,  at  least  two  are  saved  by  these  sentiments 
from  insanity !  Show  us  the  ffrooff  Not  a  particle  exists.  Tliis 
is  one  of  those  things  which  my  friend  so  vehemently  ctssertsyrhen 
he  is  unfortunately  Tacking  in  evidence. 

He  says  the  preaching  of  Christianity  is  found  beneficial  in  In- 
sane Asylums,  to  restore  those  who  have  lost  their  reason.  I  have 
no  doubt  the  sublime,  beautiful  and  soothing  doctrines  and  princi- 
ples of  the  true  and  pure  religion  of  Christ,  must  exert  a  most  sal- 
utary influence  on  the  insane.  But  does  the  preaching  of  endless 
punishment  exert  such  an  influence  ?    Never !     It  cannot.    The 

froclamation  of  it  to  the  insane  would  be  but  addin|^  fuel  to  iire. 
venture  to  say  he  cannot  And  an  Insane  Asylum  in  the  United 
States,  where  that  abhorrent  sentiment  is  preach^  to  the  inmates. 
The  keepers  of  those  institutiont  know  better  than  to  allow  so 
monstrous  an  error  to  difluse  its  poison  on  minds  already  shattered 
into  ruins,  or  just  recovering  a  healthy  tone.  Nothing  can  benefit 
such  minds  but  those  beautiful  views  of  God,  of  Christ  and  immortal- 
ity, embraced  in  Universal  ism.  My  opponent  asserts,  moreover, 
that  a  religion  that  would  not  in  some  cases  produce  insanity, 
would  not,  in  his  estimation,  be  worthy  the  attention  ol  intelligemt 
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lueings.    I  have  no  doubt  this  is  his  opinion.   Of  course,  it  follows 
that  ne  rejects  the  gospel ;  for  it  never  produced  insanity.     In  no 
case  did  its  proclamation  by  its  divine  Founder,  deprive  his  hear- 
ers of  their  reason.    I  defy  the  Elder  to  produce  an  instance  of 
4his  description.    I  have  lonj;  nuspecled  there  was  a  broad  tide  of 
^epticism  prevailing  in  the  Evangelical  ranks,  which  allowed  then 
to  nold  and  value  Christianity  no  farther  than  it  would   support 
partial  and  favorite  creeds.     Here  we  have  additional  evidence  of 
this  fact !    At  the  same  time   my  opponent  declared  that  all  who 
reject  endless  punishment  are  Universalists.    This  is  as  intelligent 
and  candid,  as  it  would  be  for  me  to  insist  that  all  who  reject  Uni- 
tf  rsalism,  sceptics,  iofidelp,  atheists,  are  orthodox  !    No  man  is  a 
Universalist,  even  in  theory,  but  he  who  believes  in  God,  in  Christ, 
in  the  Scriptures,  in  rewards  and  punishments,  and  in  an  immortal 
state  of  existence,  where  all  men   shall  finally  attain  to  holiness 
and  happiness.     And  none  are  practical  Universalists,  but  thos# 
tvhose  lives  comport  with  the  pure  and  sublime  precepts  of  the 

gospel. 

My  friend  informs  us  that  Unitarians  are  CalvimistsI  I  thought 
I  had  obtained  some  knowledge  of  the  sentiments  of  that  class  oi 
christians,  during  a  residence  of  ten  years  in  their  midst ;  but  thia 
is  the  first  time  1  have  ever  heard  they  were  Calvinists! 

Mr.  Holmbs. — I  said  some  Unitarians  were  Calrinista. 

• 

Mr.  Austin. — Where  can  m;^  friend  have  been  all  his  days  ? 
Where  could  he  have  received  his  religious  education  ?  JHow  pro- 
found his  knowledge  in  theology  !  How  edifying  to  hear  him  dash 
off  his  assertions,  right  and  left,  hit  or  miss,  when  it  is  evident  ha 
is  in  the  most  profound  ignorance  of  the  subjects  to  which  thev  re- 
late. A  Calvinist  must  necessarily  be  a  Trinitarian,  How  a  Uni* 
tarian  can  be  a  Trinitarian,  surpasses  my  comprehension  !  While 
in  utter  ignoranu  of  the  santiments  of  Unitarians,  he  insists  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  vfas  not  a  Unitarian.  Pray  how  does  he  know, 
when  he  cannot  himself  even  tell  what  Unitarianism  is  ?  This  ia 
as  consistent  as  his  declaration  that  Newton  did  not  reject  endleaa 
punishment,  in  the  face  of  the  positive  testimony  I  offered,  that  he 
wholly  repudiated  that  heathen  dogma. 

The  Elder  haunted  and  tormented  with  the  consciposoesa  of  put 
failures  to  sustain  his  cause,  goes  back  to  the  second  aufition»  to 
deal  with  certain  individuals,  whose  names  1  inlroducea  on  the  af« 
firmative  of  that  question.  He  ^ives  a  Ions  dissettationon  the  seoii- 
ments  of  Origen,  and  the  Basilidians  and  Carpocratiana.  l^gthia  la- 
bors on  this  point,  like  most  of  his  attempts  at  learned  display»  h%Ye 
proved  wholly  ^abortive,  as  a  few  words  will  show.  Tpff'^ll^^l^i^ 
and  the  Basilidians  and  Carpocratians,  had  imbibed, 
which  they  minglfMl  wjth  the  gospel  trutha  they  h/^Hi,' 
mckskowMfgid,  But  while  t&se  errors  were  cop^ 
cotemporaries,  and  in  after  ages,  yet  for  aeveral  wm 
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the  shakiest  objection  was  made  to  their  hdief  in  the  sahcJton  of  all 
mankind.  In  the  enumeration  6i  their  errors,  that  doctrine  was 
not  named.  This  shows  their  Universalism  was  not  considered  an 
error,  and  is  proof  with  other  circumstances,  that  the  salvation  of 
the  world  was  s^enerally  believed  in  the  church  of  Christ,  at  that 
early  age.     This  important  fact  Mr.  Holmes  cannot  disparage. 

Elder  Holmes  has  taken  a  hasty  glance  at  some  of  my  Negative 
arguments,  which  I  will  notice,  as  far  as  my  recollection  of  what 
he  said  wiU  allow.  In  reply  to  my  argument  that  Endless  Pun- 
ishment is  not  recognized  m  the  devotional  exercises  of  the  Patri- 
archs, the  Prophets,  or  Apostles,  he  says  they  did  not  pray  against 
it/  Really,  if  every  religious  chimera  which  these  servants  of 
God  did  not  pray  against,  is  true,  the  scope  of  our  religious  faith 
should  be  immediately  enlarged.  My  friend,  however,  is  greatly 
mistaken  in  his  assertion.  The  Prophets  and  Apostles  did  pray 
against  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment.  In  the  subline  prayer 
ol  David,  recorded  in  the  86th  Psalm,  he  says — **  All  nations 
whom  thou  hast  made,  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  O 
Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name.  For  thou  art  great,  and  doest 
wondrous  things.  Thou  art  God  alone."  St.  Paul  says — '*  I  ex- 
hort therefore,  that  first  of  all,  supplications,  prayers^  intercession^ 
and  giving  of  thanks,  be  made  for  all  men.  *  •  •  For  this  is 
good  and  acceptable  in  the  sight  of  God  our  Savior  ;  who  will  have 
all  men -to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  truth.*' 
— (1  Tim.  ii.  1-4.)  Are  not  these  prayers  directly  againxt  the 
doctrine  of  eternal  misery  ?  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  said  Christ 
did  not  allude  to  heaven,  in  the  Lord's  prayer.  Let  him  look  at 
that  prayer  afcain.  How  does  it  commence?  '*  Our  Father  which 
art  in  HEAVEN." 

Mr.  Holmes  complains  that  my  fifteenth  Negative  Argument,  in 
which  I  show  the  number  which  must  inevitably  be  lost,  according  to 
his  doctrine,  is  based  on  b,  false  view.  He  says  he  believes  infanti 
will  be  saved,  (although  be  contends  they  are  full  of  depravity,) 
and  that  many  of  the  heathen  will  attain  to  salvation.  AVnat  have 
we  to  do  with  Elder  Holmes*  opinion  on  this  subject  ?  According 
to  his  own  rule,  as  applied  to  me,  his  individual  views  are  of  no 
consequence  in  this  discussion.  His  own  creed,  and  the  whole  ar- 
rav  of  self-styled  evangelical  systems,  lay  it  down  as  a  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  gospel,  that  faith  and  repentance,  in  this  life, 
are  absolutely  indispensable  to  salvation  in  the  future  world.  No 
dojctrine  in  their  articles  of  faith  is  more  frequently  and  (lositively 
insisted  upon  than  this.  Now  infants,  the  insane,  the  idiotic,  the 
heathen,  cannot  exercise  faith  in  Christ,  nor  experience  troe  gos- 
pel repentance,  in  this  world.  Hence  according  to  orthodoxy,  they 
must  all  be  lost !  And  all  attempts  to  dodge  this  conclusion,  or 
shrink  from  its  terrific  decision,  are  made  at  the  Expense  t>fthli 
fondaqiental  principles  of  modern  evangelism ! 
'   My  friend  flies  to  Dr.  Beecher  for  assistance.    AfiHghted  at  the 


664  \vifttti^  litsVk  itkH.r 

this  Bad  state  of  things,  we  fteT  nrfder  obHg^tiofni  tb  tiity  moor 
owii  country,  and  coanteract  Ireathen  'ettofs,  and  heathen  rica 
here,  rather  than  to  spend  our  strength  in  distant  lands  !  I  am 
pained  to  make  these  allusions,  and  point  the  pubHc  to  the  well- 
known  facts  which  justify  them.  It  is  only  when  in  ctelf-defence 
I  am  compelled,  by  the  censure  and  tep roach  which  my  opponent 
seeks  ev^ry  oportunity  to  cast  on  God^  holy  truth,  and  those  who 
defend  it,  th:\t  f  lift  the  veil  for  a  moment,  and  allow  the  public  lo 
catch  a  brief  glance  of  the  enormities  which  are  cohtitraany  taldng 
place  in  the  rery  bosom  of  that  body  who  ^tro^antly  assume  the 
name  of  Eirangelical.  J  warn  my  friend  not  to  tetnpt  nie  too  fkr  ia 
this  direction.  His  abuse  may  compel  me  to  state  certain  FACTS 
in  relation  to  mthodox  morality,  which  will  make  his  -eats  tmgfo// 
In  commencing  his  eighth  speech.  Elder  Holmes  makes  *&  des* 
parate  plunge  at  my  twelfth  Negative  Argument,  that  Endless  Pun- 
ishment makes  God  dependent  on  man  tor  the  accompliahment  of 
his  purposes.  He  says  this  argument  is  "  stuff.'**  The  pronouncing 
of  suth  a  word  is  very  easy,  and  I  must  also  say,  very  chtldiah.  My 
argument  is  composed  of  plain  e&mmon  een^e — a  kind  of  "stuff,**  in 
which  my  f Head  would  seem  to  deial  very  spai^tngty.  Does  beattempC 
to  overlhrow  the  Argument,  or  show  there  is  a  •defectireDoint  in  it? 
Not  in  the  least.  He  pursues  a  more  easy  course.  With  solemn 
gravity  he  turns  up  his  lip,  mnd  attempts  to  kill  all  I  have  smd,  by 
exdaiming — *'#fK/f  /  r* — Ima^niiig,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  tha  com? 
manity,  in  admiration  of  the  profound  depths  of  such  logie,  would 
catch  up  the  death -dealing  word,  and  from  month  to  mouth,  the 
echo  would  be  heard,  on  etrery  hand—'*  STUFF !  1 1  Afte^thuJi 
smnmariiy  disposing  of  my  afgument,  in  the  only  feasible  way 
within  his*reach,  he  sets  otf  in  a  long*  rambling  and  prosy  dtscfm* 
sion,  composed  of  musty  assertions,  which  he  has  herefiofore  been 
in  the  habit  of  UFsing  against  Caivinism^  in  which  there  is  a  de- 
lectable compound  of  itnse  and  nonsense,  of  conaisientcoifcluakMM 
drawn  from  false  ptemises,  and  fa^  conclusions  from  IhMpnH 
mises-^«lJ  proving  my  friend  skilful  in  murdering  logic,  and  rea* 
•on,  and  in  perverting  the  Scriptures.  Bnt  why  start  off  iti  tM 
tangent?  To  find  something  ttvat  would  really  bear -agaiaift  tha 
plam  proposition  sustained  m  my  ai|[uakent?  He  bM  ttot  tlla 
slightest  hope  of  such  a  result.  The  object  of  this  loo^  journ^, 
was  to  lead  the  mind  so  far  away  from  the  real  froint  ai  maiie,  tbitl 
it  would  lose  sight  of  it  entirely,  and  then  hefcg  it  ia  such  a  wH* 
derness  of  metaphysics,  as  to  make  it  believe  that  God  funnaa  del* 
inite  purpose,  and  then  selects  such  means  to  accompliah  it^«Hi 
shall  totally  d^eat  it !  Goma  back  my  friend,  >from  yW  tadkNm 
wanderings,  and  let  us  look  at  the  point  which  aeparatestis*  Ths 
whole  aa^eet  is  comprised  within  a  nut^sball,  and.eaamifily  kiai 
comprehended  by  the  most  ordinary  capacity.  Eldar:  ifehMateB 
acknowledged  throAghent  thi»  discussion,  iMit^t  wna 
nal  Purpose,  as  well  aa  Will  and  Deaire,  to  save  all  mrtftifi' 
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tbeir  lapsed  condition.  The  falflTment  of  thts  purpose,  is  all  there 
is  in  dispute  between  us.  Who  cannot  see  that  all  God*s  purposes 
which  Elder  Holmes  has  enumerated,  in  regard  to  man's  agency, 
obedience,  the  consequences  of  his  actions,  aud  the  rewards  and 
punishments  inflicted  on  him,  are  ^condary  purposes,  subordinate 
to  the  grand  original  purpose  to  save  all  men,  and  designed  to  pro- 
mote that  original  purpose,  and  secure  its  final  accomplishment  t 
The  idea  that  an  infinitely  wise  Deity  would  deliberately  purpose 
to  bring  all  mankind  ultimately  into  a  condition  of  holiness  and 
happiness,  and  then  proceed  to  purpose  such  other  things  respect- 
ing the  same  creatures,  as  would  totally  defeat  that  prreat  primary 
purpose,  is  an  absurdity  so  glaring,  that  I  declare  before  God,  a 
man  of  common  sense  must  be  WILFULLY  and  WICKEDLY 
blind  to  maintain  it  ! !  That  God's  original  purpose  to  save  all 
men,  was  absolute — i.  e.  clear,  positive  and  certain — is  self-evident. 
Will  my  friend  inform  us  how  an  infinite  Deity  can  form  any  other 
than  an  absolute  or  certain  design,  so  far  as  its  results  are  con- 
cerned t  Contingency,  which  is  uncertainty,  belongs  to  man^s 
purposes  and  not  to  God*s.  Elder  Holmes  acknowledges  it  was 
God's  original  purpose  to  save  the  whole  race  of  man.  The  ful' 
fiUment  of  this  purpose — the  deciding  power^ — the  turning  point 
— must  rest  either  in  God  or  in  man.  If  it  rests  in  God,  as  i  con- 
tend, then  it  is  as  certain  of  final  {fulfilment,  as  that  Jehovah  has 
infinite  resources  to  accomplish  his  plans.  But  my  opponent  in- 
sists the  turning  point  of  this  purpose  of  God,  rests  m  man — in 
man's  will  and  cnoice.  If  man  will  consent  to  be  saved  in  a  cer- 
tain way — if  he  will  do  somethiug  to  secure  his  own  salvation,  then 
God's  original  purpose  respecting  his  final  condition,  can  be  ac- 
complished. But  if  man  refuses  to  do  these  things  for  a  certain 
length  of  time,  then  God*s  purpose  to  save  him  CANNOT  be  com- 
pleted. Thus  it  is  as  clear  as  sun-light,  that  according  to  the  El- 
der's theory,  Jehovah  is  dependent  on  his  fratl,  ignorant  and 
blind  creatures,  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  most  important  and  glori- 
ous purpose  he  has  ever  formed. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  Elder's  journey  to  lead  the  people 
away  from  the  true  point  between  us,  he  acknowledged  it  was 
God^s  original  purpose  to  save  all  naankind  from  their  lapsed  con- 
dition. At  the  conclusion  of  that  ramble,  he  charges  me  with  as- 
suming the  point  in  debate,  viz  :  that  it  was  God's  purpose  to  save 
all  men.  Tnat  is,  he  charges  me  with  assuming  the  very  fact  he 
had  already  acknowledged:/  This  is  a  fair  specimen  of  my  friend's 
clearness  of  perception  and  logic,  and  of  toe  dependence  which 
can  be  placed  on  his  most  positive  declarations.  It  shows  more- 
over, the  consistency  of  his  assertions  that  I  shift  my  grounds  and 
assert  and  contradict  the  same  thing !  Blinded  to  the  truth  by 
the  gross  errors  of  heathenism,  into  wllich  partialist  theolo- 
gians have  unfortunately  fallen,  he  groped  his  way  along,  utterly 
uncertain  whither  he  is  going.    Like  tne  man  who  is  lost  in  the 
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wilderness,  when  he  crosaee  hiaowii  tracV  he  knows  it  not,  hnt  in- 
sists it  must  be  the  track  of  another.  And  when  he  runs  reckless 
against  the  sharp  points  of  my  arguments,  he  cries  out  piteooslf, 
that  it  is  n<4  fair ! — that  I  have  changed  my  ground  ! ! — when  in 
fact,  it  is  his  own  blunderings  and  tergiversations,  which  lead  the 
poor  man  into  all  ^is  troubles  ! !  Let  me  add  here,  that  it  is  ia^ 
mentable  to  see  the  ignorance  of  the  Scriptures  manifested  by  my 
opponent,  in  quoting  for  the  purpose  ne  has,  such  passages  as 
these — '*  He  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned."  •*  Hethat  is 
unjust,  let  him  be  unjust  still,*^  etc.  Ihave  already  shown  the  true 
explanation  of  one  of  these  passages,*  yet  the  Elder  continues  to 
give  it  the  old  and  absurd  construction,  as  though  be  had  not  been 
taught  better. 

Mr.  Holmes  catches  wildly  at  my  declaration,  that  if  men  will 
not  enter  heaven,  when  the  way  is  nrepared  for  them,  '*  let  them 
sbiy  out."  The  eagerness  with  whicn  he  seixes  upon  this  derlar- 
ation,  shows  his  great  want  of  capital  for  declamation.  I  am 
really  glad  I  have  given  my  friend  something  to  enable  htm  to  in- 
dulge in  a  little/uror.  The  idea,  however,  that  maukind  in  anoth- 
er state  of  existence,  having  a  full  knowledge  of  the  odiousnessof 
sin,  and  the  beauty  and  excellency  of  righteousness,  will  not  en- 
ter upon  the  joys  of  heaven  when  the  way  is  open  for  them,  is 
foolish  in  the  e.xtreme.  All  the  advantage  my  friend  can  obtain ' 
from  su:b  a  supposition,  he  is  welcome  to  enjoy.  God  will  say  to 
none,  "  let  them  sUy  out,**  when  he  has  the  power  to  make  them 
willing  to  come  in  ! !  Neither  the  Creator,  nor  the  Redeemer,  nor 
angeU,  nor  good  men,  will  say,  *Met  them  stay  out!*'  but  rather 
let  them  be  prepared  to  come  in  !  **  Who.««oever  will,  LET  him 
come,"  is  the  great  declaration  of  tbe  gospel,  which  will  be  in- 
scribed over  the  gates  of  Heaven  forever ! ! 

The  Eldefs  attempt  to  make  out  that  Universalists  believe  tii- 
fanU  will  be  tortured  in  fire  for  thousands  of  years,  because  ons 
Universalist  believed  ocfu//  ttnners,  would  experience  future  limited 
punishment,  is  supremely  ridiculous !  If  It  is  one  of  thoee  melan* 
cboliy  instances  in  which  my  opposer  has  been  driven,  to  manu- 
facture that  which  is  not  true,  out  of  whole  cloth  !!  I  say  this  delibe- 
rately. Elder  Holmes  had  Wiuchester*s  writings,  and  the  writings 
of  other  Universalists,  in  his  possession.  He  kntw  that  neither 
Winchester,  nor  any  other  Universalist,  believed  that  imfimH  trill 
be  punished  hereafter! !  Hence  he  deliberately  makes  this  cbme 
knowing  there  is  not  one  ttord  of  trttih  m  it  !f  Again  I  ask  fbe 
public  what  they  can  think  of  a  cause  which  demoralkf^  its  advo* 
cates  to  such  a  degree,  as  to  compel  them  to  utter  thi  most  Ki^- 
faced  untruths  ? — and  what  dependence  they  can  plaea^  oa  the  as- 
•ertioDs  of  a  man  who  so  wantonly  tramples  under  loot  1^  dic-^ 
fates  of  veracity  !  !    The  Elder  also  said,  that  God  eaanotioM  sift-' 
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nors.^    I  mil  stand  aside,  and  Si  Paul  shall  exhibit  the  ignorance  ' 
of  the  Scriptures  which  prompted  such  a  declaration. — •*  Bui  God 
who  is  rich  in  mercy,  for  his  GREA.T  LOV£  wherewitii  be  loved 
ua.  even  when  we  were  dead  in  SINS,  hath  quickened  ^»  together 
with  Christ."— (Eph.  ii.  4,  6.) 

I  think  I  cannot  do  better  than  to  occupy  the  remainder  of  my 
time  in  this  speech,  in  an  explanation  of  the  words,  aion,  aionion, 
etc.  In  the  course  of  this  discussion  my  opponent  will  quote  sev* 
eral  passages  in  which  such  phrases  occur  as  Everiastingt  Eter* 
nai^  Forever t  and /orever  and  ever.  Thet^e  words,  as  roost  of  my 
hearers  are  aware,  are  translated  from  the  Greek  word  aion  and  its 
derivatives.  It  is  a  singular  fact,  that  the  whole  philological  argu- 
ment drawn  from  the  Bible,  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment,  depends  almost  entirely  on  the  meaning  of  the  words 
aion,  aionios,  etc.  Liet  these  words  be  set  aside,  and  there  are  few 
men  who  would  ever  attempt  to  sui^tain  that  sentiment  by  the  mere 
force  of  Scripture  phraseology.  Yet  there  are  few  words  in  the 
Biblev  the  meaning  of  which  are  so  variable  and  uncertain  an 
these.  Professor  Stuart  considers  them,  as  used  in  the  Scrip* 
tures,  with  something  like  fen  different  meanings.  Is  it  not  most 
remarkable  that  the  strongest  words  depended  upon  to  support  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  are  so  ackaowledgedly  indefinite 
in  their  signification  ?  As  much  stress  is  laid  on  these  words,  I 
design  to  devote  a  short  period  to  their  exclusive  consideration. 

1.  Aion. — I  have  before  me  the  opinions  of  some  thineen  difTer- 
ent  Lexicographers,  and  all  agree  mainly,  as  to  the  definition  of 
this  word,  uonnegan  defines  it  as  follows — **  Aion — Time — a 
space  of  time — ^life  time  and  life — the  ordinary  period  of  man^s 
life^ — the  age  of  man — man*s  estate — a  long  period  of  time — eter- 
nitv — the  spinal  marrow."     This  agrees  with  most  Lexicons. 

It  will  be  seen  by  these  definitions,  that  aion  is  a  woid  of  very 
indefinite  meaning— signifying  sometimes  a  long,  and  sometimes  a 
short  period  of  time — sometimes  an  age,  a  life  time,  an  era,  and  in 
some  cases.  Eternity.  But  in  no  passage  in  the  Bible,  where  aion 
signifies  strictly  eterntd,  is  it  ever  applied  to  punishment.  I  chal« 
lenge  my  friend  to  cite  such  an  instance.. 

2.  Scriptural  usage  <^  ahn.  The  manner  in  which  the  Scrip- 
ture writers  use  this  word,  shows  conclusively,  they  designed  to 
teach  no  such  doctrine  by  it  as  Endless  Punishment.  **  Far  above 
all  principality,  and  power,  and  might,  and  dominion,  and  every 
name  that  is  nanted,  not  only  in  this  world  (ai'ont,)  but  also  in  that 
which  is  to  come." — (Eph.  i.  21.)  Here  aioni  signifies  this  worid, 
**  Teaching  us  that  denying  ungodliness  and  worldly  {koemikas) 
lusu,  we  should  live  soberly,  righteously  and  godly,  in  this  pres- 
ent world  ^--^aioni) — (Titus  ii.  12.)  Here  again,  aioni  signifies 
this  world.    Of  course  in  these  instances,  (and  many  more  might 
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be  ffi'Ten,)  aiem  signifles  not  time  w!tho«t  end,  iMIt  e  Hmited  pe- 
riod. 

3.  AioNioN — AioKTOT.— Great  rtrers  is  kid  mi  tfleee  worrds,  to 
prove  that  Ae  punishment  which  God  will  inflict  on  his  ereatoves, 
will  be  endless.  But  it  wiU  be  seen,  I  trust,  in  this  investigation, 
that  they  contain,  not  eren  prestHnptire  evidence  of  thetnithof 
such  a  doctrine.  It  is  self-evident  that  a  derivative  can  mean  no 
more  than  the  Word  from  which  it  it  is  derived.  ■*  Goodness**  ex* 
presses  no  more  of  that  which  can  be  approbated,  than  *•  good  * 
•*  Righteousness*'  means  no  more  than  **  right/'  On  th^  same 
principle  I  maintain  that  aitmion  and  aioni6s^  can  signify  no  more 
than  atofi,  from  which  they  are  derived.  Now  ai&n^  ahhoi^gfa  it 
sometimes  means  endless,  yet  in  vastly  the  majority  of  eases,  it 
signifies  a  limited  period  of  time,  as  we  have  seen — an  age — a  life- 
time— any  period  c^  time,  whether  long  or  short  Hence  aionioa 
and  aiontos  have  the  same  varieties  of  ^igniilcaitioB.  We  ftmi  this 
to  be  the  case  in  consulting  Lexicons.  Sehrevefivs  grvte  tlie  fol- 
lowing definition — "  Ainoios — Of  long  dur^tidn — lasting — some- 
times everlasting— sometimes  lasting  throt^  life,  as  aettmt^  in 
Latin."  I  might  quote  other  Lexicons,  but  it  is  unnecessary.  They 
all  substantially  agree  with  Schrevelius.  Here  we  l€arn  that  dtiNi'* 
ios  and  atoftton,  generally  transited  everlasting  and  forever,  so  far 
from  alvfoys  having  the  meaning  of  endlesw,  have  only  occasionally 
that  signihcation,  while  they  very  often  mean  life-time«  or  a  long 
but  not  endless  period  of  time. 

4  Scripture  usage  of  Aiofiion  and  Anonios, — The  Scriptmre  usage 
of  these  words  will  show  that  so  far  from  signifying  fiuf/M  tine, 
they  are  most  generally  used  to  designarte  a  limited  duratioti. 
— '*  What  shall  b^  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the 
world^'-^atVmo« — (Matt.  xxiv.  3.)  Here  the  END  of  aionos  is  men- 
tioned. If  that  word  means  literally  and  necessarily  time  vitSmtl 
eyi^,  then  the  passage  Should  read — Whst  shall  bethe  sigiiof 
thy  coming,  and  the  end  of  fbrtter—oT  the  end  of  eternity  ?  Dr. 
Adam  ClMlce  says  that  the  word  Aionos,  in  this  passage,  sig- 
nifies ^  age.**  He  insists  the  inquiry  of  the  disciples  was,  as  to 
the  end  of  the  Jewish  Economy.  Let  it  be  reraembered,  this  Is  tha 
strongest  word  the  Advocates  of  endless  misery  can  find  in  the  whole 
Bible,  to  prove  it  to  be  a  Scripture  doctrine.  **  Perha]is  he  <Oi»fi^ 
miu,)  therefore  departed  for  a  season,  that  thott  sfaoyldst  reeelte 
him  forever**  (aiondon) — that  is  a  life-time. — (Phil.  15  )  **  Met^ 
received  seed  among  the  thorns,  is  he  that  heareth  the  word ;  aad 
the  care  of  this  world ,<  (aionos — this  lifeO  >nd  the  dec^ftfulbeM 
of  riches,  choke  the  word.'*— (Malt.  xiii.  22.)  In  these  paitag^ 
aionos  means  only  this  life. 

We  read  of  the  BKGINNfNG  of  the  aionion-**  As  he  apalK  hy 
the  mouth  of  his  holy  prophets  which  have  been  since  tk^  ^moA 
(aionos)  began. '^-^Lake  i.  70.>    ** The  Restitution  oi  •li4liMs» 
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vrhiclk  Grod  hath  spoken  hy  the  mouth  of  all  hi»  holy  prc^hets 
since  the  world  (aionos)  began." — (Acts  iii.  21.)  itow  would  it 
do  to  read  these  jpassages,  ^'  since  forever  began  ?*'  Such  would 
be  their  meaning  if  aionion  signifies  necessarily  and  literally  for- 
erer. 

We  read  of  the  END  of  the  aionos — The  harvest  is  the  end  of 
the  world.'* — (aionos) — (Matt.  xiii.  39.)  ^*  $o  shall  it  be  in  the  etid 
of  this  world" — (aionos) — (Matt.  xiii.  40.)  **  But  now  once  in 
the  end  of  the  world,  (aionion)  hath  he  [Christ,]  appeared  to  put 
away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself." — (Heb.  iz.  26.)  *^  They  are 
written  for  our  admonition,  upon  whom,  the  ends  of  the  world 
are  come." — (1  Cor.  x.  11.)  The  aionion  came  to  an  end  1800 
years  ago.  If  aionion  means  literally  forever  in  these  passages, 
how  would  they  read  ? — "the  harvest  is  the  end  of  forever."  **  So 
shall  it  be  in  the  end  of  forever."  "  They  are  written  for  our  ad- 
monition upon  whom  the  ends  of  everlasting  are  come."  Substitute 
«i  ai;e,"  or  '^  dispensation,"  as  the  signification  of  aionion,  and  how 
plain  and  simple  is  their  meaning.  From  these  examples  nothing 
is  more  evident,  than  that  those  words  are  very  frequently  used 
in  the  New  Testament  in  a  limited  sense — indicating  a  time  that 
comes  to  an  end !  And  vet,  let  me  remind  you  again,  these  are 
the  strongest  words  the  advocates  of  Endless  runishment  can  find 
in  the  Bible  to  sustain  that  doctrine. 

When  we  turn  to  the  Old  Testament  we  find  "  aionion,**  and 
*<  aionioB,"  U3ed  in  the  aame  limited  sense,  as  the  following  exam- 
ples will  show.  **  For  all  the  land  which  thou  seest,  [addressed 
toAoraham,]  to  thee  willl^ive  it,  and  to  thy  seed  forever.'* — [He- 
brew, 0LiM--Greek  septuagmt,  aiokos — ^English,  roRJcv£R.]-(Gen. 
xiii.  15.)  In  this  case,  aionos  could  not  mean  strictly  endless,  for 
Canaan  has  long  since  passed  out  of  the  possession  of  Abraham 
and  bis  descendents.  *'  You  shall  keep  itj  [the  passover,]  a  feast 
.bv  ordinance  forever,"  (aionion.)— (Ex.  xii.  14.)  "  They  (Jewish 
slaves,)  shall  be  your  bondmen  forever,"  [aioni«n — Ufe-tiroe.] 
— (Lev.  XXV.  46.)  ••  The  earth  with  her  bars  was  about  me  for- 
ever,*' (aionion — three  days.] — (Jonah  ii.  6.)  "I  will  give  thee 
the  land  of  Canaan  for  an  everlasting  (aionion)  possession." — (Gen. 
xvii.  8.)  *'  For  their  annointing  shall  surely  be  an  everlasting 
[aionion,]  priesthood  throughout  their  generations."— (Ex.  xl.  15.) 
Many  more  pi^asages  might  be  quoted  in  which  these  words  are 
used  in  the  same  manner. 

Thus  when  we  examine  the  Old  Testament,  we  find  these  words 
translated  forever  and  everlasting,  frequently  used  to  signify  a 
limited  period  of  time — one  that  comes  to  an  end  !  Indeed  it  is 
evident  that  the  translators  of  our  Bible  in  the  use  of  the  English 
word  forever,  did  not  mean  by  it,  in  all  instances,  time  witnout 
end.  In  more  than  seventy  cases  in  the  Bible,  they  mean  by  for- 
ever, a  time  of  limited  duration.  Professor  Stuart  says — **It  ia 
indeed  true,  that  these  wordst  everlasting,  forever,  ttc«»  iaay  he 


employed  to  designate  a  period  which  in  m  its  own  nafare  tempth 
rary. 

6.  Clascal  usage  of  Aion. — Let  us  loot  at  the  sense  attached  to 
aion  by  the  early  Greek  writers.     I  am  aided  in  this  investigation 
by  the  labors  of  Mr.  Goodwin,  an  accurate  and  ripe  scholar,  who 
made  a  thorough  research  into  the  meaning  of  aion  and  its  deriva- 
tives, and  published  the  result  of  his  investigations  in  the  '*  Chris- 
tian Examiner,'*  in  1831.     He  asserts  on  his  reputation  as  a  Greek 
scholar,  that  in  the  Ancient  Classical  Greek   ••  aion"  contains  no 
sense  of  Bternity,  whatever.     "  In  the   **  Iliad**  and  *•  Odyssey," 
aion  occurs  thirteen  times  only  as  a  noun, — i  e.  simply  existence. 
I  notice  in  "Hesiod,"  only  two  instances  of  "aion."     "This  is 
certain,-'  asserts  Mr.  Goodwin,  "  mean  what  it  may,  aion  in  Homer 
and  Hesiod,  never  means  Eternity."    These  are  the  oldest  Greek 
writings  in  existence.     •*  In  iEschylus,"  continues  Mr.  Goodwin, 
**  f  notice  nineteen  instances  of  aion.     I  believe  no  one  will  sus- 
pect that  j^schylus  ever  imagined  a  sense  of  Eternity  to  belong  to 
aion."    He  lived  and  wrote  about  500  years  before  Christ.     *fr. 
Goodwin  found  aion  thirteen  times  in  "  Pindars'  Odes,"  written  495 
'rears  before  Christ.     In  **  Sophocles,'*  he  found  aion  nine  times. 
In  those  works  of  **  Aristotle,"  which  he  examined,  he  found  it 
twelve  times.     In  **  Euripides,"  he  found  it  in  thirty-two  instances. 
He  says,  "  as  certainly  as  human  life   is  not  eternaK  so  certainly, 
aion  did  not  contain  the  meaning  of  £ternit3\"    And  as  the  result 
of  his  investigations  in  regard  to  this  word,  Mr.  Goodwin  says 
— "  The  instances  produced  show  plainly  that  aion,  in  these  wri- 
ters, never  expresses  positive  eternity.     In  some  few  cases  it  may 
signify  a  term  of  duration ;  but  more  commonly,  it  expresses,  either 
simply  existence,  or  the  person  existing.     And  in  many  cases,  the 
vital  principal,  or  life,  or  the  living  spirit  itself."    Mr.  Goodwin 
^farther  declares  that  the  word  aionios — (aionion) — ii  not  found  in 
any  instance,  in  the  Ancient  Greek  writings.     When  they  desired 
to  express  endless  duration,  they  used  some  other  words  than  those 
our  translators  have  rendered  forever  and  eternal  in  the  English 
version  of  the  Bible.     Hence  the  only  word  on  which  Partialist 
theologians  build  their  philological  argument  in  defence  of  endless 
punishment,  was  never  used  by  the  Ancient  Greek  writers  to  ex- 
press endless  duration. 

Usage  of  Aionion — Aionios — In  the  days  of  Ckriii, — Thut  fhew 
words  could  not  not  have  been  considered  in  the  dayB  of  Christ,  tti 
always  expressing  endless  time,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  tht 
end  of  the  time  they  represent,  is  expressly  mentioned.  The  dis- 
ciples inquired  of  the  Savior — **  VVhat  shall  be  the  sji^  of  tHy 
coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  world  f" — aionos— (l^fatt.  xxit.  3.) 
*'  They  are  written  for  our  admonition,  upon  whomtlieeii^  Oit^t 
world  iaionion]  are  come." — (1  Cor.  x.  1 1.)  It  is  fr«^n»ft1j  si^, 
however,  that  some  of  the  sects  among  the  Xt^wprr^™ 
knd  £sseaS8,  were  beUetera  in  Endtess  Pahishakmt :  tliil  "^wmk 
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Jestts  and  his  Apostles  spoke  of  aionion  puntshnent,  and  aionion 
Are,  they  must  hive  knowa  they  woald  have  been  aiiderstool  by 
the  Jewa,  a«i  using  thesa  ternn  to  express  a  state  of  misery  that 
would  be  endless ;  an.I  that  under  such  circumstances,  if  Christ  did 
not  design  to  teach  that  doctrine,  he  wouM  have  expressly  disa- 
vowed it.     This  wrould  appear  plausible  at  first  sight,  but  an  un- 
derstanding of  the  facts  of  the  case,  will  show  the  position  has  no 
strength      If  any  of  the  Jews  in  the  day-*  of  the  Savior,  believed 
in  endless  woe,  they  expressed  it  by  words  entirely  different  from 
any  that  Christ  ever  applied   to  punishment.     Philo,  an  Egyptian 
Jew,  of  the  time  of  Christ,  was  said   to  be  a  believer  in  Endless 
Punishmant.     But  in  expressin'^  that  tloclrine  he  used  the  words, 
aidio%  atkanatos,  ateletUetos,  and  not  aionios,  which  Christ  applied 
to  punishment.     Josepheus,  the  Jewish  historian,  who  lived  in  the 
days  of  the  Apostles,  in   describing  the  doctrine  of  the  Pharisees, 
says  they  believed  **  the^souls  of  the  bad  are  allotted  to  an  eternal 
prison,   {aidios  ergmos,)  an  I    punished  with  eternal  retribution, 
{aidios  timoria.)     In  describing  the  doctrines  of  the  **  Essenes,** 
Josepheus  says  that  '*  the  souls  of  the  bad  are  sent  to  a  dark  and 
tempestuous  cavern,  full  of  incessent  punishment,  {adiaJeiptos  ti* 
moria.)     From  these  quotations  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Savior  and 
the  Apostles  did  not  use  the  same  phraseology,  when  they  described 
the  punishmejit  of  the  wicked,  as  the  Jews  did.  When  Jesus  spoke 
of  punishment,  he  called  it  aionion  kolasin,  aionion  pxir  or  puoros, 
aionom  kriseos.     But  when  the  Jews  alluded  to  the  punishment  of 
the  wicked,  they  called   it,  **  aidios  timoria,  adialeiptos  timoria." 
Hence  it  is  very  certain  Jesus  did  not  adopt  doctrines  in  regard  to 
punishment,  which  prevailed  among  the  Jews  in  his  day  ;  nor 
could  they  have  under:*tood  him  as  approbating  or  favoring  their 
ideas  on  that  subject.    If  they  taught  tne  doctrine  of  Endless  Mis- 
ery, and  Jesus  desired  them  to  understand  him  as  inculcating  the* 
same,  why  did  he  not  use  the  same  words?  The  fact  that  he  chose 
different  phraseology,  shows  that  he  wished  them  to  know  be  taught 
a  different  doctrine. 

We  have  seen  that  when  Jesus  spoke  of  the  time  that  punish- 
ment should  endure,  he  used  the  words  aionios.  That  this  word 
was  generally  understood  among  the  Jews  as  signifying  limited 
duration,  is  evident  from  the  manner  in  which  Josepheus  uses  it. 
He  usually  applies  it  to  the  afiairs  of  the  present  life.  Thus  he 
speaks  of  the  aionios  name  which  the  Patriarchs  left  behind  them 
— of  the  aionios  glory  of  the  Jewish  nation  and  heroes — of  the 
aionios  reputation  o(  Herod^-of  the  aionios  memorial  which  he 
erected — of  the  aionios  worship  in  the  Temple  of  Jerusalem— of 
the  aionios  imprisonment  to  which  John  the  Tyrant,  was  condem- 
ned by  the  Romans,  etc.  In  all  these  cases  aionios  is  used  by  Jo- 
se phus,  in  a  limited  or  indefinite  sense — showing  that  such  was 
its  nsual  signification  in  the  days  of  the  Savior.  Hence  the  simple 
fact  that  ChTiat  applied  aionion  to  ptmithment,  was  no  etidence  to 
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tht  Jews,  ihat  he  gare  the  least  cottnteiuince  to  the  idea  thai  it 
would  in  any  case  be  endless.  Philo,  the  E|[;yplian  Jew,  who  was 
a  believer  in  endless  punishment,  to  express  its  endlessness,  as  we 
have  seen,  used  the  words  atbanatosand  ateleutetos.  At  the  same 
time,  he  used  aionios  in  a  limited  sense.  In  describing  an  injury 
with  which  an  offended  neighbor  will  pursue  us,  if  we  incur  his 
hatred,  he  denominates  that  injury,  which  can  be  but  temporal,  as 
aionios  kolasis. 

USAOXOFIIOKION  AND  AlOKlOS  AMONG  TH£  CHRISTIAN  FaTHERS. 

— It  will  afford  no  little  li^ht  on  the, meaning  we  should  give  these 
words,  as  used  in  the  Scriptures,  to  ascertain  the  manner  in  which 
the  early  Christian  Fathers,  who  succeeded  the  Apostles,  under- 
stood them.  We  have  seen  that  Jesus  and  the  Apostles  them- 
selves, frequently  used  aionion  and  aionios,  to  express  a  limited 
period — a  time  that  came  to  an  end.  Jesus  often  spoke  of  the 
end  of  the  aionios,  or  world. — (Matt.  xiii.  39.)  St.  Paul  declared 
that  the  end  of  the  aionion,  [world.]— (Heb.  ix.  26,)  and  the  ends 
of  the  aionion  [world,]— (1  Cor.  x.  11,)  had  come,  in  his  day.  It 
is  evident  the  Christians,  in  the  earliest  ages  after  Christ,,  believed 
aionion  punishment*  was  a  limited  punisiiment.  In  the  **  Sybil- 
line  Oracles,"  which  were  extant  150  years  after  Christ,  the  doc- 
trine of  Universal  Salvation  was  distinctly  taught.  Yet  they  in- 
culcated the  belief  in  aionion  punishment — showing  plainly  that 
they  understood  aionion  as  signifying  limited  duration.  Clemens 
Alexandrinus,  Origen,  and  other  celebrated  fathers,  inthe  early  ages 
of  the  church,  who  were  well-known  and  open  believers  and  de- 
fenders of  the  final  salvation  of  all  mankind,  were  in  the  frequent 
habit  of  applying  aionion  and  aionios  to  punishment.  They  spoke 
of  aionion  (everlasting)  punishment,  aionion  fire,  aionion  death, 
in  precisely  the  same  terms  that  the  Savior  used  :  yet  they  simply 
^meant  a  long  punishment,  and  not  an  endless  one.  Considering 
the  early  age  in  which  they  lived,  this  is  strong  evidence  that  the 
same  phrases  were  used  by  the  Savior  and  the  Apostles,  to  denote 
limitea  punishment.  This  is  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  one,>of 
the  oldest  Greek  lexicons,  written  after  the  days  of  the  Apostles. 
I  call  the  attention  of  my  friend  to  this  fact,  and  ask  an  explana- 
tion in  agreement  with  his  theory.  Mr.  Goodwin  says,  *^Hesy- 
chius,  a  Lexicographer  of  either  the  fourth  or  sixth  century,  is  the 
oldest  to  which  I  have  had  access.  Ilis  definition  of  aionisvery 
short,  and  makes  no  allusion  whatever,  to  any  sense  of  eternity  in 
this  word.'^ 

In  view  of  the  critical  examination  I  have  given  of  the  Origin 
and  scripture. usage  of  aion  and  its  derivatives,  it  must  be  mani- 
fest to  all  candid  minds,  that  their  general  meaning,  is  not  endlea 
time.  Their  primitive  signification  is  *^  continuous^^  uninterup' 
ted,^^  and  as  to  cfura/ton  their  meaning  is  "indefinite**  "unie- 
vealed.*'  From  this  primal  signification  sometinies  extends,  o|i 
the  one  hand  to  a  meaning  ^f  strictly  and  literally  ^ndleeatjiijpi 
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as  when  applied  to  God,  or  any  of  his  attributes.  On  the  othe? 
hand,  they  are  frequently  used  in  a  sense  more  or  less  limited — 
as  an  age.  or  man's  life  time,  and  even  three  days. — (Jonah  ii.  6.) 
Because  these  words  are  used  in  a  limited  sense  in  some  instances, 
it  does  not  follow  that  they  limit  the  existence  of  God  when  ap- 
plied to  him.  Nor  because  thej^  signify  strictly  endless  when 
indicating  the  being  of  Jehovah,  is  it  an  evidence  they  have  the 
same  meaning  of  cndlesness  when  connected  with  man  or  the 
punishments  inflicted  on  him.  Aionios  and  aionion  are  used  as 
adjectives  when  applied  to  punishment.  It  is  well  known  that 
the  same  ad^tive  has  very  different  meanings,  when  qualifying 
different  nouns.  We  speak  of  a  great  nut  and  a  great  mountain. 
Does  the  fact  that  '^  great  -^  is  applied  to  both  these  nouns,  prove 
that  a  nut  is  as  large  as  a  mountain  ! !  This  is  the  reasoning 
of  many  astute  philologists  of  the  evangelical  school.  The  sim- 
ple fact  that  aionios  when  applied  to  God,  who  is  eternal  in  hi» 
own  nature,  signifies  endJesi«  duration,  they  gravely  urge  as  evi- 
dence that  it  means  endless  duration,  when  used  to  qualify  pun- 
ishment,^which  has  nothing  necessarily  endless  in  its  nature. 
The  substantives  mountain  and  nut,  qualify  the  adjective  greats 
quite  as  much  as  the  latter  does  the  former.  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple, the  adjectives  aionios  and  aionion,  are  qualified  in  respect 
to  the  amount  of  duration  they  express,  by  the  nature  of  tbe  being, 
object,  or  subject,  they  describe..  An  understanding  of  these 
plain  ifacts,  opens  the  way  for  the  adoption  of  the  following — 

RULE. — When  aionios  or  aionion  is  applied  that  which  con- 
tains within  itself  eternal  existence,  then  it  necessarily  singifies  lit- 
erally time  without  end.  As  when  applied  to  God  in  Rev.  iv.  10 
— •*  Worship  him  that  liveth  forever  and  ever,"  (tons  aionas  ton 
aionon.)  Or  when  applied  to  God's  attributes — "  His  mercy  en- 
dureth  forever."  (aionos.)  But  when  applied  to  that  which  does 
not  in  itself  possess  endless  duration  then  aionion  or  aionios  does 
not  import  that  quality  of  time  to  it,  but  signifies  simply  duration, 
longer  or  shorter  as  the  nature  of  the  subject  requires.  In  relation 
to  the  duration  of  the  Jewish  Priesthood,  aionion  signified  some 
thousands  of  years.  In  reference  to  Jewbh  slaves  it  signified  a 
life  time.     In  relation  to  Jonah  it  signified  but  three  days ! ! 

Admissions  of  orthodox  Commentators. — McKnigbt  says  of 
[aionion,  aioninos] — "  These  words  being  ambiguous,  are  alwave 
to  be  understood  according  to  tbe  nature  and  circumstances  of  the 
things  to  which  they  are  applied  ♦  *  *  I  mtut  be  so  candid 
as  to  acknowledge,  that  the  iise  of  these  terms  forever,  eternal, 
and  everlasting,  in  other  passages  of  scripture^  shows  that  they 
who  understand  these  words  in  a  limited  sense  when  applied  to 
punishment  put  NO  FORCED  interpretation  upon  them."  This  is 
the  voluntary  testimony  of  one  of  the  most  learned  of  the  English 
commentators.  Alexander  Campbell  says  of  aion — "  Its  radical 
idea  is  indefinite  duration.^ 
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Profesor  Stuart,  says  that  *'•  aion  in  the  New  Testament,  most 
usually  means  an  indefinite^  unlimited  period  of  time.  ♦  *  ♦ 
The  ditferent  shades  by  which  the  word  is  rendered,  depend  on 
the  ohjcct  with  which  aion  is  associated,  or  to  which  it  has  rela- 
tion, rather  than  to  any  difference  in  the  real  meaning  of  the 
word.  «  *  ♦  *  The  question  where  the  words  are  to  hare 
the  meaning  of  absolute  eternity ,  and  where  the  sense  of  ancient 
or  very  old^  is  always  to  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  case, 
i.  e.  by  the  context ! !  " 

Rev.  John  Foster,  the  most  eminent  Baptist  minister  in  the  world, 
says — "  I  hope  it  is  not  presumptuous  to  take  advantage  of  the 
fact,  that  the  terms  everlasting,  eternal,  forever,  whether  original 
or  translated,  are  often  employed  in  the  Bible,  as  well  as  other 
writings,  under  great  and  vanous  liniitations  of  import,  and  are 
thus  withdrawn  from  the  predicament  of  necessarily  and  abso. 
lutely  meaning  a  strictly  endless  duration  !  The  limitation  is  of- 
ten, mdeed,  plainly  marked  by  the  nature  of  the  subject.  In  oth- 
er instances  the  words  are  used  with  a  ngurative  indefinitenes^ 
which  leaves  the  limitation  to  be  made  by  some  genefal  rule  of 
reason  and  proportion  ♦  ♦  ♦  *  J  therefore  conclude  that 
a  LIMITED  interpretation  is  authorized!  !"~[Foster's  Letter lo a 
Young  Minister.] 

In  this  critical  investigation,  I  have  been  actuated  solely  by  a 
desire  to  obtain  a  correct  understanding  of  the  wrrds  under  con- 
sideration. We  have  seen  that  these  words  possess  a  variety  of 
meanings;  as  used  in  the  Bible,  and  express  different  periods 
of  time,  from  an  age  down  to  three  day^.  I  think  I  can  consis- 
tently claim  that  words  so  indefinite  in  their  meaning,  cannot 
yield  any  support  to  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment.  Merely 
to  introduce  passages  of  scripture  where  ainoion^  or  aionio^ 
(forever,  eternal,  everlasting) — occur  in  connection  with  punish- 
ment, fire,  damnation,  (condemftation,)  or  other  words  in  reference 
to  chastisement,  cannot  be  of  avail  to  my  opponent.  Occnring 
as  they  very  frequently  do,  throughout  the  Bible,  in  a  limited  Beuset 
he  cannot  bie  allowed  to  asaume  that  they  mean  end/ess^  when  ap- 
plied to  ])unishroents  inflicted  on  the  wicked.  I  insist  that  by  all 
rules  of  just  interpretation,  he  must  show  in  instances  where  he 
quotes  such  passages  that  there  is  a  necessity  of  giving  these 
words  a  meaning  oi  endless  time,  from  the  nature  of  the  case  in 
which  they  are  found.  In  other  words,  he  must  show  that  there 
is  something  in  the  nature  of  punishment,  which  makes  it  neces- 
sarily and  unavoidably  endless,  before  he  can  claim  that  aionion 
(forever,)  applied  to  it,  has  the  signification  of  time  without  end. — 
[  Time  expired. 
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[HR.  HOLHBt*  TENTH  BPKBCB.] 

Before  proccei^ing  with  my  main  ar^ment,  I  will  devote  a  ^ort 
time  lo  a  few  points  of  limileil  imjiortanee  in  ray  friend's  last 
speech.  Hesaye,  "the  judgment  of  Gnd  is  in  this  world."  That 
liO'i  performs  a  work  of  juilgmenl  in  this  world,  is  a  fact  I  have 
not  onl^  admitted,  but  argued  for.  As  the  present  is  a  state  of 
relrihulion,  it  must  in  the  same  sense,  and  to  Ihe  same  extent,  be 

geiher.  .    ,      ,. 

cannot  disprove,  that  this  world  is  not  a  slate  of  perfect  r 

lion  :  that  is,  that  the  rettibulione  of  God  run  over  into  eternity, 
and  find  their  prrfection  and  compleUon  there.  Hence,  though  we 
see  the  incipient  and  preliminary  stages  of  God's  work  of  jude- 
inent  in  this  world,  the  final  completion,  perfection,  decision  and 
viiK/icolion  />/ Ike  tt/ioie,  is  to  be  looked  for  in  anofiUr  world. 
With  (Tirect  reference  to  this  fact,  the  scriptures  speak  of  "  the 
judgment"—"  the  day  of  judgment"  —the  "  judgment  to  come" — 
"  the  day  in  which  God  will  judge  the  seetets  of  men" — "  the 
judgment  seat  of  Christ" — and  aleo,  that  God  "  hath  appointed  a 
day  in  the  which  he  will  jndce  the  world."  Moreover,  I  have 
understood  Mr.  Austin  virtually  to  admit,  that  sinnera  wilt  be 
punished  in  liie  future  elate. 

Mk.  Aditis. — When  have  I  said  so  1 

Mtt.  Holmes, — Perhaps  the  gentleman  haa  not  said  so,  in  so 
many  words,  hut  I  have  understood  him  to  use  language  in  some 
of  his  epeechee  which  impliti  as  much.  If  I  am  wrone  in  this, 
1  am  quite  willing  to  be  corrected.  1  am  pleased  to  get  Mr.  Auft- 
tin  to  define  his  position  on  this  point  in  any  way,  negatively  or 
positively,  directly  or  indirectly.  I  have  pressed  faim  to  this 
point,  as  you  all  know,  repeatedly;  and  why  he  baa  not  seen  At 
to  respond  in  a  satisfactory  manner  before  this  late  slaee  in  the 
discussion,  you  can  understand  without  difficulty.  From  this 
time  1  shall  understand  Mr.  Austin  as  tfenyin^  all  future  punish- 
ment, unless  he  shall  distinctly  noli/y  me  to  the  contrary.  It 
will,  therefore,  devolve  on  him  to  reconcile  thia  denial  with  tbe 
seeming  admissions  he  has  made,  from  time  to  lime,  of  future  pun- 
ishntenl,  and  also  to  refute  the  arguments  I  have  adduced,  and 
shall  still  bring  forward  to  sustain  this  fact.  He  must  do  this  in 
order  to  remove  the  doctrine  of  a  future  judgment.  Besides  the 
direct  and  potiline  proof  of  a  future  and  general  judgment,  all  the 
evidence  in  support  of  future  punishment,  also,  sustains  the  same 
scriptural  truth.  If  there  be  future  punishment,  there  must  be 
future  judgment;  otherwise,  we  have  punisfameut  without  law, 
and  retribution  without  justice. 

Mr.  Austin  says  I  build  my  argument  for  the  doctrine  of  fu< 
ture  judgmcitl  oit  the  book  of  Revelation — quotes  CUrke,  who 
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says  he  docs  not  understand  it,  and  then  proceeds  to  disparage 
the  book  a»  authority  on  doctrinal  subjects.     To  all  this  I  reply, 

1.  I  have  not  built  any  argument  on  the  book  of  Kevelation 
aloiie^  though  I  regard  it  as  good  and  unimpeached  authority  on 
any  subject  of  which  it  speaks,  and  bow  with  deference  to  its 
teachings.  I  have  quoted  only  three  or  four  passages  from  this 
book,  during  this  discussion ;  and  these  are  not  obscure,  but  re- 
late to  subjects  abundantly  and  most  plainly  revealed  in  other 
parts  of  the  Bible.  The  great  body  of  my  scripture  proofs  have 
been  drawn  from  other  parts  of  the  divine  *'  oracles." 

2.  Clarke's  declaration,  that  he  did  not  understand  this  book, 
had  no  reference  to  the  passages  which  have  been  Quoted  by  me. 
These  were  perfectly  plain  to  him,  and  he  applies  tnem  just  as  I 
have  done.  He  made  this  remark  in  regard  to  its  prophetic,  fig- 
urative and  symbolical  representations.  Though  the  book  of 
Revelation,  as  a  o  whohj  is  obscure,  and  perhaps  has  never  been 
fully  understood  by  any  one  who  has  attempted  to  explain  it;  yet 
there  are  parts  of  iY,  which  relate  to  personal  religion,  and  the 
application  of  gospel  principles,  which  are  as  plain  and  easy  to 
be  understood,  as  any  other  portion  of  the  divine  record. 

3.  In  my  friend's  scriptural  argument  for  the  salvation  of  all 
men,  he  thought  it  perfectly  proper  to  quote  from  the  book  of 
Revelation,  and  the  little  pamphlet  denominated  a  '*  hundred  ar- 
guments," which  he  has  extolled  so  highly,  contains  a  number 
of  quotations  from  the  same  book.  This  book  is  of  good  author- 
ity, and  it  is  perfectly  proper  to  quote  it,  wherever  a  passage  can 
be  found,  which,  by  hook  or  crook,  can  be  pressed  into  th6  service 
of  Universalism.  Bat  when  I  be^n  to  adduce  its  clear  and  deci- 
ded testimonies  to  fortify  my  position,  the  gentleman  has  all  on 
a  sudden,  made  an  astonishing  discovery !  This  book  of  Reve- 
lation is  obncure — not  to  be  under  St  ood-^and  cannot  be  depended 
vpon  as  legitimate  authority ! ! ! !  Truly,  the  old  adage  is  cor- 
rect, **  circumstances  alter  cases."  The  gentleman  has  demon- 
strated to  us,  that  he  understands  the  difference  between  ^'•meum'^ 
and  ^^tuum  ,•"  and  that  his  cause  has  a  this  side^  without  a  that 
side. 

Mr.  Austin  repeats  again,  the  stale  and  stereotyped  assertion 
of  Universalism,  that  my  doctrine  sends  people  to  hell  before  they 
are  guilty.  Surely,  a  drowning  man  will  catch  at  a  straw.  Arc 
not  all  sinners  guilty  now  ?  And  will  they  not  remain  so,  as  long 
as  they  remain  sinners?  And  suppose  they  die  in  sin.  as  thou- 
sands do,  carrying  their  sinful  character  with  them  into  eternity, 
and  suppose  there  is  in  the  future  state  a  place  which  the  Bible 
sometimes  denominates  hell,  where,  according  to  Jude  6 :  2  Pet. 
ii,  4-9,  the  uniust  are  ^^  reserved  unto  the  day  of  judgment  to  be 
punished,"  will  it  follow  that  sinners  arc  sent  to  nell  before  xhtj 
mre  guifty  ^  Nor  is  the  case  altered  materially,  if  we  4doiit  the 
SVldrtf^tixai  notion  oi  hell;    tf  die  sinner  carriet^  lu»  hm  iffdi 
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kim,  as  he  prosecutes  his  sinful  cour8e>  he  trill  remain  in  hell  as 
long  as  he  remains  sinful.  And  if  he  is  transfared  to  the  future 
world  without  repentance  and  reformation,  he  is  in  hell  still ; 
does  it  follow,  therefore,  that  he  is  sent  to  hell  before  he  is  guilty? 
The  full  smdjinal  execution  of  the  sentence  is  delayed^  for  reasons 
required  by  the  government,  and  to  allow  time  for  the  operation 
of  that  system  oi  grace  and  mercy  which  has  for  its  object,  deli» 
yevAnce  from  JinaT condemnation^  of  all  such  as  embrace  theK>fier8 
of  salvation.  This  subject  has  been  so  thoroughly  discussed  al- 
ready, that  to  spend  farther  time  upon  it  seems  altogether  unne- 
cessary. There  are  a  few  other  particulars  which  should  have 
been  noticed  before,  but  have  been  inadvertently  passed  over. 

Tn  Mr.  Austin's  third  speech  on  this  question,  he  was  seized 
with  what  the  Latins  would  call  ^"furor,'^  in  regard  to  the  subject 
of  total  depravity.  While  in  that  .«tate  of  mind  he  made  a  num* 
her  of  declarations,  and  performed  some  logical  feats  which  may 
demand  a  passing  notice. 

1.  He  says  I  have  contradicted  myself  on  this  point,  since,  in 
my  ^^  ninth  reply  on  the  second  question,  I  distinctly  repudiated  the 
doctrine  of  total  depravity. *'  To  this  I  answer,  I  have  no  i^Atfre 
repudiated  the  doctrine  of  total  depravit)s  as  I  have  explained  it 
in  connection  with  this  question,  much  less  have  I  done  so  in  my 
ninth  reply  on  the  second  question,  where  I  did  not  so  ibu(^  aa 
name  the  subject  at  all. 

2.  He  says,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  depravity  SL&BancUoned 
by  me,  the  infant  whom  the  mother  looka  upon  a^^^the  purest  pie* 
ture  of  innocence  that  earth  can  afford — is  an  Ing^rnatje  Fiend  ! 
Perhaps  the  gentleman  really  thought  he  was  uttering  the  truth. 
I  will  not  say  he  did  npt,  since  it  is^impossible  to  tell  what  freaks 
his  imagination  played  while  his  mental  phrenzy  continued.  As 
a  proof  that  my  friend  was  not  in  **  good  case'*  when  he  made 
that  remark.  I  need  only  state  that  he  has  elsewhere  declared, 
that  on  my  principles,  infants  come  into  the  world  in  a  stsite  of 
'^  Moral  PuniTV.''  Now,  these  dedarationa^are  so  far  ffom  he* 
ing  both  true,  that  they  are  really  both  false.  I  am  neither  re- 
sponsible for  the  one,  nor  the  other.  But  what  I  have  said  and 
endeavored  to  make  plain,  is  in  substance  as  follows: 

1.  Infants  are  not  totally  depruved,  because  subjects  of  the 
unconditional  benefits  of  the  atoaen^nt  of  Christ,  who  is  the 
*'  true  light  which  lighteth  every  man  that  com^th  into  the  world.'* 
— (John  i.  9.) 

2.  Infants  are  not  born  in  a  state  of  moral  purityj  because  they 
possess  a  nature  that  has  sinful  tendencies.  The  moral  nature 
IS  perverted,  and  shows  its  sinful  bent  at  the  early  stages  of  men- 
tal development.  Every  mother  in  this  assembly  is  a  witness  to 
the  truth  of  this  remark. — (Job  xiv.  4.) 

3.  Infants  are  born  in  a  state  of  justification.  By  thia  I  mean, 
they  are  not  personally  guilty  on  account  of  that  ongiiud  sin  by 
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which  the  world  is  enthralled^  ai\di  the  nature  of  man  perverted. 
Yet  they  need  the  benefit  of  that  inward  change,  denominated  in 
scripture  regeneration^  or  beine  **bom  again.^'  Chris*  uncondi- 
tionally jastifieSf  and  the  Hoi j  Spirit  sanctifies  and  saves  all  sach 
as  die  m  a  state  of  infancy.  Hence  Christ  says,  "  of  such  is  the 
kinfi^dom  of  heaven."     Sec  also  (Rom.  v.  18.) 

4.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  with  what  propriety  I  can  ex- 
hort a  "  being  totally  depraved  to  repent  and  reform.''  I  answer, 
I  never  exhorted  such  a  being  to  repent,  nor  do  I  know  that  I 
ever  saw  one.  The  gospel  makes  no  claims  upon  such  beings. 
Though  all  men  are  by  nature  destitute  of  power  to  do  works  of 
righteousness,  yet,  by  the  atonement,  are  they  so  far  raised  above, 
and  out  of  the  disabilities  of  their  natural  moral  state,  as  to  be 
furnished  with  gracious  ability  to  repent  and  do  works  meet  for 
repentance.  Hence,  when  the  gospel  comes  to  the  sinner,  de- 
manding faith  and  obedience,  it  finds  him  already  supplied  with 
gracious  aid  to  the  extent  of  his  obligations  to  obey.  I  wonder 
where  the  gentleman  learned  his  theology. 

5.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  how  a  being  totally  depraved 
can  grow  worse  and  worse.  Answer.  I  have  not  said  a  totally 
depraved  being  would  become  "  more  and  more  sinful,"  though! 
believe  such  a  declaration  would  be  perfectly  true.  It  is  just  as 
proper  to  say  that  the  depraved  man  may  "grow  worse  and 
worse,"  as  that  the  Christian  man  may  become  better  and  better. 
As  the  Christian  who  has  obtained  freedom  from  all  sinful  ten- 
dencies, in  his  glorified  and  sanctified  condition  in  heaven,  may, 
nevertheless,  rise  in  holiness,  and  improve  and  expand  his  intel- 
lectual and  moral  powers,  so  the  man  who  may  nave  cut  loose 
from  all  moral  restraints,  and  given  himself  up  to  '*  work  all  un- 
cleanness  with  greediness,"  may  also  find  a  corresponding  ratio 
of  increase  in  the  inveteracy  of  his  moral  disease,  and  the  perfec- 
tion of  his  depraved  propensities. 

6.  Mr.  Austin  thinks  we  have  sufilcient  proof  that  all  men  will 
be  finallv  holy  and  happy,  in  the  fact  that  some  of  the  most  de- 
praved do  reform  in  this  life.  Now,  if  there  be  any  soundness  in 
this  argument,  it  is  as  strong  for  me  as  for  him.  'His  argument 
is,  that  because  some  men  reform  in  this  life,  there foie  a!l  men 
will  reform  in  another  life.  The  same  argument  turned  against 
him  would  read,  because  some  men  degenerate  in  this  life,  there- 
fore all  men  will  degenerate  in  another  life.  The  conclusion  is 
as  strong  in  one  case  as  in  the  other.  But  as  this  reasoning 
proves  too  much,  it  proves  nothing.  And  this  is  not  the  argument 
from  analogy,  as  the  gentleman  says.  It  is  a  mis-statement  of 
it — an  abuse  of  it.  The  argument  from  analogy  runs  thus  :  As 
sin  and  misery  now  exist  under  the  established  government  of 
God,  they  may  always  exist — as  the  happiness  of  man  is  often 
forfeited  entirely  in  this  life,  so  may  it  be  m  the  life  to  come — as 
Crod'B  goveTnmen\  ]^>iTii&h«s  men  vfithoui  remedy  here^  it  may  4o 


ON  SNDLEflS  PUNISHM^BTT.  G79 

the  same  b^reafter.    The  probability  of  this  c^n  only  be  over- 
come by  direct  and  positive  revelation.     But  another  defect  in  Mr. 
Austin's  reasoning  is,  that  he  overlooks  the  fact  that  all  the  moral 
improvement  effected  in  this  world,  is  by  the  efficacy  of  those 
gracious  agencies  which  arise  out  of  the  atonement ;  and  that 
those  who  persevere  in  their  depravity,  do  so  in  $pite  of  the  moral 
means  employed  to  reform  .them,  and  reader  their  condition  more 
desperate  on  that  account.     To  correspond  with  these  facts,  the 
gentleman's  argument  ought  to  be  stated  thus :     Some  of  the 
most  depraved  are  reformed  in  this  world,  by  the  gracious  appli- 
ances of  the  gospel ;   therefore,  those  who  reject  Christ,  and  all 
the  agencies  employed  for  their  salvation,  and  thereby  increase 
their  depravity  and  guilty  will,  in  another  world,  be  reformed  with' 
out  any  of  these  influences.     What  desperate  resorts  are  required, 
to  sustain  a  desperate  cause  t     How  different  this  from  the  doc- 
trine of  Paul  ?  who  says  in  regard  to  those  who  reject  Christ  will- 
fully— '*  There  remaineth  no  more  sacritice  for  sin,  but  a  certain 
fearful  looking  for  of  judgment,  and  fiery  indignation,  which  shall 
devour  the  adversaries." — (Heb.x.  27.)     But  the  gentleman,  dis- 
satisfied with  his  own  reasoning,  enters  into  another  speculation. 
He  thinks  *' thoughts  and  reflections,  a  mature  consideration  of 
the  past,"  &c.  awakened  by  "  that  greatest  of  all  changes,  death," 
will  induce  a  sincere  and  genuine  repentance."     That  thoughts 
and  reflections  awakened  at  the  approach  of  death,  do  sometimes 
lead  to  repentance  I  have  no  doubt ;  though  in  these  cases,  sal- 
vation is  only  obtained  through  the  virtue  of  the  atonement.     But 
what  shall  we  do  with  the  numerous  instances  in  which  the  sin- 
ner renders  solemn  reflections  utterly  impossible?    Some  proceed 
deliberately,  and  with    "  malice   aforethought,"   to  the  awful 
work  of  self-murder :    others,  by  a  course  of  depravity,  wreck 
their  constitutions,  throw  themselves  into  insanity,  and  in  that 
state  put  an  end  to  their  existence;  and  still  others  spend  their 
lives  in  intemperance,  and  die  with  the  "delirium  tremens;"  while 
yet  another  class  end  their  lives  in  deadly  strife,  with  depraved 
companions  in  the  secret  room  of  the  gambler,  or  in  obedience  to 
the  *'  law  of  honor,"  voluntarily  risk  and  lose  their  lives  in  an 
attempt  to  take  the  life  of  a  fellow  being,  sustained,  by  shutting 
their  eyes  to  all  moral  and  religious  obligations,  or  it  may  be,  en- 
couraged, like  Cilley,  to  proceed  in  their  fiend-like  j^urpose  by  the 
principles  of  Universalism.     Where  are  the  thoughts  and  reflec- 
tions m  these  cases,  which  are  to  lead  to  genuine  repentance  ? 
Not  yet  convinced  that  he  has  proved  his  point,  he  falls  back  on 
another  subterfuge,  which  contradicts  and  overturns  all  he  has 
said  before.      His  argument  here  is,  that  sin  arises  from  the 
"  promptings  of  our  animal  propensities"  and  "tumultuous  pas- 
sions," which  exist  in  our  bodies  ''of  flesh  and  blood;"    but  at 
the  resurrection  we  shall  have  bodies  "incorruptible,  powerful 
and  spiritual."    I  wonder  if  this  argument  impoaed  upon  the  gen- 
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tleinan  himsdf  ?     Did  he  not  detect  the  incongruity  between  this, 
and  his  other  predicates  1     If  sin  has  its  origin  in  our  *^  animal 
propensities,'*  and  the  ^'  promptines  of  animal  nature/'  what  has 
the  fifospel  to  do  with  human  salvation  ?   and  why  should  my 
friend  talk  so  much  oi  moral  means,  the  influence  of  the  Spirit, 
solemn  thoughts,  reflections,  &c.  ?    Nothing  can  avail  to  convert 
the  sinner  to  a  righteous  man,  but  a  radical  change  of  his  physi- 
cal constitution;  and* this  must  be  effected,  if  at  ail,  not  by  moral 
means,  but  by  physical  laws.     Can  faith  destroy  animal  propen- 
sities %    Can  mental  or  moral  processes  work  a  radical  change  in 
the  laws  of  our  bodily  nature  \     If  the  gentleman's  view  of  the 
origin  of  sin  be  correct,  it  is  manifest  that  death  must  be  our  Sa- 
vior.    We  arc  sinners,  because  we  have  bodies  of  flesh  and  blood, 
and  must  remain  so  until  the  body  is  dead.     Our  only  hope  is  in 
death.     He  who  has  so  long  set  ^^  perched  upon  his  throne  of 
skulls,''  and  with  his  iron  teeth  has  gnawed  the  flesh  and  ground 
the  bones <of  millions,  must  come  to  our  aid.     One  touch  of  his  po- 
tent arm  will  lay  our  bodies  and  our  sins  low  in  the  grave  ! ! 

In  connection  with  this  subject,  Mr.  Austin  has  talked  of  the 
facilities  for  reforming  the  sinner  in  another  world — ^*  the  new 
scenes  and  associations  into  which  death  will  usher  them."     A 
**  mature  consideration  of  the  ps^t,  its  errors  and  sufferings,"  &c., 
he  contends,  will  lead  the  most  sinful  to  genuine  repentance.  Now 
jook  at  this  in  connection  withHhe  notion  of  which  we  have  just 
spoken,  viz.  that  sin  arises  out  of  the  body — the  effect  of  **  ani- 
mal propensities"  and  *•  promptings."    The  body  is  deaJ,  and  con- 
sequently «11  sin  is  dead,  and  yet  the  sinner  is  to  be  reformed  by 
^*  new  scenes  and  associations,"  and  memories  of  the  past ! ! ! ! 
What  need  of  reformatory  influences,  after  we  have  thrown  off* 
our  sinful  natures  and  escaped  from  the  promptings  of  sinful  pro- 
pensities 1    O  logic !  what  strange  gyrations  men  have  perpetrated 
in  thy  name!  I     Mr.  Austin  says  the  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  vi- 
carious atonement,  total  depravity,  etc.,  were  brought  into  the 
church  during  the  dark  ages.     In  making  out  his  case,  he  first 
quotes  history  to  prove  what  no  one  has  ever  thought  of  disputing, 
that  there  was  a  time  in  the  history  of  the  church  and  world,  de- 
nominated •*  dark  ages."     He  in  tne  next  place  toes  into  a  sys- 
tematic effort  to  prove  what  is  e()ually  indisputable,  and  has  ne- 
ver been  denied,  that  there  were  in  the  third  and  fourth  centuries, 
'    Certain  philosophers  who  sought  to  corrrupt  the  doctrines  of  relf- 

fion  by  an  admixture  of  the  philosophic  notions  of  heathenism, 
hese  two  points  being  established,  he  forthwith  draws  his  con- 
clusion that  the  trinity,  vicarious  atonement,  total  depravity,  end- 
less punishment,  etc.,  were  brought  into  the  church  at  that  time. 
To  this  I  reply  in  two  remarks.  1.  Those  Christian  or  semi- 
Christian  philosophers  who  corrupted  the  gospel,  were  led  on  by 
Origen,  whose  method  of  interpretation  they  adopts.  All  ecclc- 
-^.^i^tical  historians  unite  in  placing  him  at  the  head  of  this  ^^  spec*- 


l^Aklv^  tribe.**   The  doFmiilioAA  iftM^oratcd  'writh  jChristiim  trutli, 
from  tile  third  to  the  ^lui  ceutaryrCane  in  thcough  the  iflstm* 
Mentality  of  Orieen,  and  Mosheim  and  other  hietoriane  declare 
that  he  derived  Jhis  philoeoB^y  from  Plato.    AmoAg  these  cor- 
ruptions vas  the  doctrine  o^  purgatorial  puniahaient,  or  that  «ui« 
aers  miffht  escape  from  the  puaishment  of  hell.    The  ^ery  man 
iw^hofn  Uaiversatisto  are  most  proad  k>  own  as  a  defeader  of  tiieir 
faith,  is  more  te^ponsihle  for  tne  ancient  corraptions  of  Christian- 
ity,  than  any  otl^r  one nifan.    Groodrich  says  of  him,  ^^ he  wasa 
learned  laaai  hnt  most  unsqfe  gitide^' — »he  kik^  to  a  >^  hiddaa  sense 
of  the  scriptures,  and  endeavored  to  give  thisv  hut  alwiai)FS'at  the 
expense  of  truth  ^    My  second  remark  is,  that  ,neither  thie  trinity, 
yicarioiisatoaemeat,  total  depravity,  nor  endless  punisiuneikt,  were 
iatroiuced  into  the  church  during  the  dark  ages.     We  might 
leave  the  suhject  )ust  here,  since  Mr.  Austin  has  not^ddaoed*  the 
slightest  testimony  to  prove  his  asserlian.    ^  far  as  we  have 
any  clear  and  satisfactory  •account  of  the  doetrines  of  the  efaarch 
for  the  first  three  or  four  handrad  years,  itgoes  to  the. point  that 
the  doctrines  above  Eluded  to,  were  generally,  not  to  say  uni- 
formly, embraced  in  the  church.    This  fact,  so  far  as  felates  to 
future  and  endless  ponishment,  we  shall  notice  more  at  Jarre 
hereafter.    That  the  trinity  was  a  (loctriae  of  the  chufch  in  the 
second  century,  is  plain  from  a  fact  stated  by  Mosheim,  viz.  ^*  tha 
Christian  doctrines  concerning  the  Father,  Son  aad  Uoly^hoBt> 
and  the  two  tiotures  united  in  our  blessed  Saviar,  were  by  iio 
means  reconcilable  wUk  the  teneis  of  the  eages  ami  doctors  of  Qreece^ 
who  therefore  endeavored  to  explain  them  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  render  them  eoprprehensible.^*    Here  we  have  Greek  philoso- 
phers caviling  with  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity — the  very  men 
whom  Mr.  Austin  asserts  brought  this  doctrine  into  .the  eouich. 
Another  historian  says — '^  From  the  writings  of  Jastin,  Qement* 
Theophilus,  Ireneus,  Tertulian  and  others,  we  have  abundant  evi- 
dence that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  strongly  asserted  by  the 
church  in  this  [second]  century,  against  the  sectaries  of  every  de- 
nomination.^^— (Ruter^s  Ecclesiastical  History,  page  39.)    Ontha 
other  hand,  nothing  is  better  supported  by  the  united  testimony 
of  church  historians,  than  that  the  peculiar  aotsoms  of  Origan 
were  innovations  upon  the  establiabed  iaithof  the  chdfch. 

Having  detained  you  thus  long  with  these  ineideotal  mattenii 
I  will  return  again  to  the  point  at  which  I  left  the  ecriptaral  ar- 
gument. My  next  step  is,  ihat  the  scriptares  represent  4he  hap- 
piness of  the  wicked  as  oonfined  to  this  world,  4knd  'that  in  this 
respect  they  have 

TOBiE  ronnoN  in  tbib  uve. 

(Ps.  xvii.  14.) — ^Here  the  Psalmiiit  pra;^8,  delhrer  my  ebul,  D 
Lord,  ^*^  from  men  who  have  their  porfton  in  this  life,  a^  WhM 
belly  tiiba  fillestwith  thy  bid  treasnre.''    This  is  thlM  claiTiltf 
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men  whom  Job  (xxi.  14,)  represents  as  saying  to  God,  *•  depait 
from  UP,  for  we  desire  not  the  knowledge  of  thy  ways.  What  is 
the  Almighty,  that  we  should  serve  him  ?  and  what  profit  should 
we  have,  if  we  pray  unto  him  V^  In  most  cases  they  hve  long,  be- 
come "  roiehty  m  power  f '  they  succeed  in  erery  earthly  under- 
taking, and  their  seed  is  established  in  their  sight. — irers^  8.) 
**  They  spend  their  days  in  wealth,  and  in  a  moment  go  down  to 
the  grave.'*  ile  moreover  says,  ^*  the  rod  of  God  is  not  upon 
them,'*  that  is,  they  are  not  punished  in  this  life,  nor  even  afflic- 
ted as  other  men.  They  have  chosen  the  world  for  Uieir  poa- 
TioN,  and  God  allows  them  to  have  their  choice.  But  when  they 
die,  **  their  expectation  perisheth.*' 

David  descnbes  the  same  class  of  men,  as  the  '*  ungodly  who 
prosper  in  the  world :  they  increase  in  riches.*'    He  says,  *^  they 
are  not  in  trouble  as  other  men,  neither  are  they  plagued  like  oth- 
er men.*'     In  the  18th  verse  of  73d  Psalm,  he  describes  their 
**f7i<f."     *^  Surely  thou  didst  set  them  in  slippery  places,  thou 
castedst  them  down  to  destruction.    How  are  they  brought  into 
desolation  as  in  a  moment !  they  are  utterly  consumed  with  ter- 
rore.**     St.  Paul  (Phil.  iii.  19,)  describes  a  similar  class  of  men, 
**  whose  end  is  destruction,  whose  God  is  their  belir,  whose  flo- 
ry  is  in  their  shame,  who  mind  earthly  things.**    This  same  class 
of  persons  is  described  by  our  Lord  in  the  parable  of  the  rich 
man,  who  enlarred  his  bams  that  he  mieht  have  room  to  bestow 
his  goods.     **Tnou  fool,  this  night  shall  thy  soul  1^  required  of 
thee.'*    The  concluding  remark  is  very  significant.     "  So  is  he 
that  layeth  up  treasure  for  himself,  [seeks  his  portion  here]  and 
is  not  rich  towards  God.*- — (Luke  xii.  20.)    This  scriptuial  view 
of  those  who  have  their  portion  in  this  life,  is  farther  illustrated 
in  the  account  our  Lord  gives  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus.    The 
rich  man  is  described  as  **  faring  sumptuously  every  day.**    He 
was  **  clothed  in  purple  and  fine  linen.**    In  his  ^*  life-time  he  had 
his  ^ood  things  ;*-  his  portion  was  in  this  world.    He  chose  this 
as  his  supreme  good ;  hence,  when  called  to  leave  it,  he  left  his 
only  source  of  enjoyment,  **and  in  hell  he  lifted  up  bis  eyes,  be- 
ing in  torment.**     We  need  not  multiply  examples  under  this 
head.    The  plain  import  of  ail  this  is,  that  those  who  make 
worldly  wealth  and  sinful  pleasure  their  pursuit  and  chief  good^ 
forgetting  God,  and  neglectmc;  and  contemning  religptous  obliga- 
tions, shall  have  no  portion  of  joy  or  happiness  beyond  that  state 
of  existence  in  which  their  chosen  portion  is  found.    Here  agam, 
the  righteous  and  wicked  are  brought  in  direct  contost.    The 
righteous  are  every  where  represented  as  being  introduced  at 
death  to  a  state  of  happiness,  and  the  enjoyment  of  a  slorious  re- 
ward :  while  the  wicked  not  only  has  no  intimation  .of  happiness 
hereafter,  but  it  is  said  of  him*  he  is  ^^dnven  away  in^his  w)cM- 
ness** — "is  consumed  with  terrors**— "fl^oeth  down  iato  AMrtm^ 
tion^ — **  hit  expectation  perisheth*' — "  nis  hope  is  cut  off! !  !** 
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Another  point  I  make  in  this  argument  is,  that  there  is  rerealed 
to  us  in  the  scriptures 

A  PLACE  OF  PUNISHMENT  IN  THE  PtJTURB  WORLD- 

The  terms  employed  in  the  holy  scriptures  to  designate  the  place 
of  future  punishment,  are  Sfieol,  "Hades^  Gehenna  and  Tartarus, 
The  term  sheol,  which  is  Hebiew,  is  always  translated  hades  iit 
the  Septuagint,  which  is  a  Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament. 
By  these  two  words  the  ancients  describe  the  state  of  the  dead, 
and  the  scriptures,  the  spirit  world.  They  are  not  in  their  pro- 
per  sense  used  to  describe  the  grave^  but  the  uiiseen  and  invisible 
world.  Plato  described  Hades  as  the  invisible  world,  and  Plu* 
tarch  as  a  dark  place  where  one  sees  nothing.  ^*  According  to 
the  notions  of  the  Jews,  says  Kitto,  sheol  or  hades  was  a  vast  re- 
ceptacle where  the  souls  oi  the  dead  existed  in  a  separate  state 
until  the  resurrection  of  their  bodies.  The  reeion  of  the  blessed 
during  this  interval,  or  the  inferior  paradise,  they  supposed  to  be 
in  the  upper  part  of  this  receptacle;  while  beneath  was  the  abyss 
or  gehenna  (tartarus)  in  which  the  souls  of  the  wicked  were  sub- 
jected to  punishment.^' 

Stewart  says,  (Essay  on  Future  Punishment,)  "while  the  Old 
Testament  employs  sheol,  in  most  places,  to  desij^nate  the  grave, 
the  region  of  tne  dead,  the  place  of  departed  spirits,  it  employs  it 
also,  in  some  cases,  to  designate  along  with  this  idea,  tbe  adjunct 
one  of  the  place  of  misery,  place  of  punishment,  region  of  woe.^* 
"In  this  respect,  says  Watson,  (Theological  Dictionary,)  it  ac- 
cords fully  with  the  New  Testament  use  of  hades.  For  though 
hades  signifies  the  grave,  and  often  the  invisible  region  of  sepa- 
rate spirits,  without  reference  to  their  condition,  yet,  in  Lukexvi. 
23,  ^  m  h(vles  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in  torment,"  it  is  clear- 
ly used  for  a  place  and  condition  of  misery." 

The  term  Gehenna,  by  common  consent,  signifies  the  "  VaUey 
of  Hinnom,"  a  place  near  Jerusalem  where  children  were  cruelly 
sacrificed  bjr  fire  to  Moloch,  the  idol  of  the  Ammonites.    As  in 

Srocess  of  time  this  place  came  to  be  considered  an  emblem  of 
ell,  the  term  gehenna  is  frequently  employed  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament to  designate  the  place  of  punishment  reserved  for  the  wick- 
ed in  a  future  state. 

The  word  Tartarus,  from  the  Greek  •'-tartaras,^^  is  but  once 
used  in  the  New  Testament.— (2 Pet.  ii.  4.)  It  is  borrowed  from  the 
aneients,  who  used  it  in  a  sense  corresponding  pretty  nearly  to 
the  signification  of  hades,  and  is  apnlied  by  St.  Peter  to  that  state 
of  darkness  and  misery  in  which  tne  angels  that  sinned  are  r#- 
served  "  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  That  both  sheol 
and  hade»  are  employed  in  the  scriptures  to  designate  the  grave, 
n  a  fact  which  no  one  disputes ;  hence  Mr.  Austin  need  not  em- 
ploy argument  to  prove  it.  The  question  which  I  now  discuas, 
10,  whetner  these  words,  as  well  as  gehenna^  are  used  with  refer 
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enee  to  a  place  of  fatare  punishment    I  eay  tlfey  afe,  aad  now 
proceed  to  adduce  the  proof. 

Psalms  ix.  17. — ''  The  wicked  shall  he  turned  into  hell  (she* 
ol,)  and  all  the  nations  that  forget  God/'  Neither  conscience, 
nor  a  state  of  punishment  in  this  life,  nor  the  ^rave,  can  he  con- 
sistently understood  here  as  the  signification  of  the  word  sheol. 
The  righteous  go  into  the  grave  as  well  as  the  wicked,  and  the 
wicked  no  more  than  the  righteous.  There  will  he  neither  force 
nor  appropriateness  in  the  declaration,  if  we  understand  it  to  re- 
late to  the  grave. 

Prov.  XV.  24. — "The  way  of  life  is  above  to  the  wiscy  that 
he  may  depart  from  hell  beneath y  Here,  sheol  is  used  in  such  a 
Connection,  that  it  would  destroy  the  antithesis,  and  do  violence 
10  the  construction  and  ohvious  sense  of  the  whole  passage^  to 
understand  hell  to  mean  the  grave.  (Prov.  v.  5.) — ^*  Her  feet  go 
down  to  death,  her  stens  take  hold  on  hell."  On  this  Clarke  re- 
marks, "First  the  deatn  of  the  body,  then  the  damnation  of  the 
soul."  (Prov.  ix.  18.) — "But  he  knoweth  not  that  the  dead  art 
there ;  that  her  guests  are  in  the  depths  of  hell,"  (sheol.)  Some 
of  the  most  eminent  Biblical  scholars,  among  whom,  if  I  recol- 
lect right,  Dr.  Campbell  may  he  classed,  render  the  tem^  dead, 
ghosts.  He  knoweth  not  that  the  ghosts  are  there,  that  iMrgueete 
are  in  the  depths  of  (sheol,)  hell.  This  rendering  seems  required 
by  the  sense  of  the  pasj^age.  To  suppose  it  to  refer  to  the  dead 
bodies  only  of  those  who  had  visited  her  h&unt  of  vice,  would 
weaken  the  force,  and  be  inconsistent  with  the  desiji^n  of  the 
passage,  which  is  to  deter  from  vice,  by  a  consideration  of  its 
moral  results.  But  allow  the  passage  1o  stand  as  it  does,  Koi 
iheol  must  be  understood  as  applied  to  a  p]ace  of  future  woe. 

Prov.  xxiii.  14. — *•  Thou  shalt  beat  him  with  a  rod,  and  shalt 
deliver  his  soul  from  (sheol)  hell.*'  The  preceding  verse  saya, 
**  if  thou  beat  him  with  the  rod,  he  shall  not  dieP  This  verse  ex- 
plains the  meaning  of  the  other,  and  decides  the  application  bf 
^heol,  to  a  place  and  state  of  punishment.  The  passage  teaches 
the  moral  influence  of  chastisement  in  leading  to  reformation  and 
saving  the  soul  from  perdition.  No  one  ever  thought  of  saving 
the  body  from  dissolution,  by  beating  it  with  a  rod.  Thonarh  ot£ 
er  passages  might  be  adduced,  these  examples  from  the  Ola  Tea- 
toment  must  suffice.  With  the  candid  they  Will  have  influence ; 
others,  we  scarcely  hope  to  convince. 

Let  us  now  inauire  into  the  application  of  iffrfejrmnd  gMetma, 
as  employed  in  tne  New  Testament. 

'*In  the  New  Testament,  (says  Kitto)  the  word  hades  \b  used  in 
much  Ae  same  sense  as  sheol  in  the  Old,  only,  ttmt  in  a  h»jtro^ 
poHi&n  of  cases,  can  it  be  construed  to  signify  **^grav€J^ 
Tbei^e  are  still,  however,  instances  in  which  it  ie  used  io  that 
^(wim,  mi  in  (Acfte  ii.  31.)   (1  Cor.  xr.W);  bUt'iB  ftncitU-tlil 
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liadeB  of  the  New  Testament,  appears  to  be  no  other  than  the 
world  of  future  punishments."  The  following  are  examples. 
Matt.  xi.  23. — "  And  thou,  Capernaum,  which  art  exalted  unto 
heaven,  shalt  be  brought  down  to  hell :  for  if  the  mi^htv  works 
which  have  been  done  in  thee,  had  been  done  in  Sodom,  it  would 
have  remained  un.il  this  day**  This  terrible  declaration  of  our 
Lord  embraces  two  part icu Kirs,  and  the  fact  that  one  of  them  has 
been  fulfilled  in  the  most  signal  manner.jmust  settle  the  que^$tion 
as  to  the  other.  The  first  relates  to  temporal  destruction,  which 
this  city  experienced  during:  the  wars  l>etvveen  the  Jews  and  Ro- 
mans ;  the  other  relates  to  that  future  perdition  to  which  the  Sod- 
omites were  doomed.  Hence,  the  next  verse  say.«,  "  it  shall  be 
more  tolerable  for  the  land  of  Sodom  in  the  day  of  judgment,  than 
for  thee."  The  punishment  and  judgment  here  referred  to/did  not 
take  place  in  this  life,  for  two  reasons.  1.  The  city  of  Sodom, 
aft  to  its  temporal  destruction,  had  already  been  judged  and  pun- 
ished. 2.  The  temporal  destruction  of  Capernaum  was  more  tol- 
erable than  that  of  Sodoqo-  The  meaning  of  the  passags  is,  that 
in  the  decisions  of  the  day  of  final  judgment,  and  the  punishments 
that  shall  follow,  the  inhabitants  of  Capernaum  will  be  deemed 
more  guilty,  and  deserving  of  greater  punishment,  than  those  of 
Sodom.  And  Jude  7th  says,  ihey  are  set  forth  an  example,  "Ruf- 
cring  the  vengeance  of  eternal  fire.**  It  is  perfectly  obvious,  that 
the  word  hades,  in  the  above  passage,  reveals  a  place  and  state 
of  future  punishment.  Matt.  xvi.  18. — **0n  this  rock  I  will 
huild  my  Church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  [hades]  shall  not  prevail 
against  it."  The  Latin  woid  by  which  the  Greek  is  translated 
here  >»  *•  t#</ertV'  *the  infernal  shades,"  or  spirits  who  inhabit 
the  infernal  regions.  According  to  Jewish  custom,  the  tertn 
gate  was  used  as  expressive  of  wisdom,  counsel  and  strength.  In 
this  case  it  represents  the  machinations  and  powers  of  the  Devil 
and  his  angels,  whose  eentre  of  influence  is  hades,  and  whose 
character  and  conduct  must  ever  doom  them  to  the  misery  of  the 
lost. 

Luke  xvi.  23  — "  In  hell  [hades']  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in 
torment.**  Whether  the  account  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus  be 
a  parable  or  a  real  history,  need  not  be  mooted  here,  since  it  can 
make  no  difference  in  the  force  of  the  arj^ument.  If  it  be  a  his- 
tory, it  is  what  has  been ; — if  it  be  a  parable,  it  is  what  may  be  ; 
whether  it  be  or  be  not  a  parable,  the  doctrine  taught  by  it  is  the 
same — there  is  a  place  of  punishment  in  the  future  stale.  To  sup- 
pose this  to  be  the  grave  in  which  the  dead  body  of  this  man  was 
laid,  would  outrage  common  sense,  and  can  only  be  sustained  by 
a  mode  of  interpretation  of  the  most  wild  and  visionary  character 
— one  that  would  only  be  adopted  by  those  who  have  re.<«oIved  to 
maintain  a  particular  theory  at  all  hazards.  The  description  of 
this  man  in  hades^  viakes  him  conscious  of  unheppinessi  add  ol 
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tbe  facts  connected  with  his  own  history,  neither  of  wkieb  eovld 
be  true  of  a  dead  body  in  the  grave. 

Rer.  XX.  13. — **And  death  and  hell  ithanatos  and  A<u/e9]  de- 
livered up  the  dead  which  wero  in  them."  Here  an  important 
distinction  is  made  between  the  place  of  deposit  for  the  body,  and 
that  place  in  which  tbe  soul  is  ••  reserved  unto  the  day  of  judg- 
ment, to  be  punished."  Death  delivers  up  its  dead  ;  that  is,  tbe 
bodies  of  men  are  brou^jht  from  their  erave%  by  the  resurrection ; 
and  hell  [hadefi  delivers  up  its  dead — the  place  of  separate  spirits, 
in  which  the  souls  of  wicked  men  have  remained,  deliver  up  those 
spirits  to  be  reunited  to  their  bodies,  and  receive  their  final  doom 
— when  **  death  and  heir* — that  is,  the  bodies  that  have  beea 
held  by  the  power  of  death,  and  the  souls  that  have  been  kept  in 
hades — **  shall  be  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,  which  is  the  second 
death." 

But  the  word  most  frequently  employed  in  the  New  Testament 
to  designate  a  place  of  future  punisnment,  is  gehenna,  ft  is  used 
about  a  dozen  times,  and  always  with  reference  to  a  place  or  state 
of  punisl^ment.  The  following  are  examples.  Matt.  x.  28. — 
**  And  fear  not  them  that  kill  the  body,  but  are  not  able  to  kill  the 
soul ;  but  rather  fear  him  which  f>  able  to  destroy  both  seal  and 
body  in  hell** — [gehenna.l  Here  we  have  the  destruction  o(  the 
soul  distinguished  from  the  death  of  the  body,  and  the  place  of 
destruction  distinguished  from  the  grave — it  is  [gehenna]  hell. 
Will  my  friend  say  here  that  hell  means  the  grave  ?  If  he  does, 
my  reply  is  that  gehenna  never  means  the  grave.  There  is  no 
example  of  tbe  kind  in  the  New  Testament.  Does  he  say  oar 
Lord  only  speaks  of  being  able  to  destroy  the  soul  in  hell  ?  I  an- 
swer, how  could  he  be  able  to  destroy  both  soul  and  body  in  gt- 
henna,  if  no  such  place  as  this  represents  existed  ?  Even  this  view 
of  the  subject  would  necessarily  imply  a  place  of  future  pun- 
ishment.  Malt,  xxiii.  33. — •*  Ye  serpents,  ye  generation  of  vipers, 
how  can  ye  escape  the  damnation  of  hell," — [kriseos  tes  gehennes.] 
Parkhurst  says  '*  kriseos"  in  this  place,  *' implies  the  punish- 
ment consequent  on  condemnation."  And  this  punishment,  to 
which  the  characters  here  addressed  were  obnoxious,  is  inflicted 
in  gehenna. 

Luke  xii.  5. — <'Fear  him,    which  after  he  hath  killed,  hath 

Eower  to  cast  into  hell  Igehenna] :  Yea*  I  say  unto  you,  fear 
im.**  This  passage  is  parallel  to  Matt.  x.  28.  Mark  ix.  43 
— **  And  if  thy  hand  offend  thee,  cut  it  off*;  it  is  better  for  thee  to 
enter  into  life  maimed,  than  having  two  hands  to  go  into  hell,  into 
the  fire  that  never  shall  be  quenched."  Here  Christ  teaches  thee 
nece&^ity  of  self-denial,  in  order  to  cultivate  and  ac(}uire  that  Cbris^ 
tian  character  essential  to  life  eternal ;  and  the  piHiishment  of  heH, 
as  the  consequence  of  refusing  to  practice  upon  this  moral  prec^» 
is  put  in  oj^position  to  the  '<  life"  promised  to  the  obedieoHHldfio* 
ij.    We  will  not  take  time  to  adduce  other  specimens  of  the: 
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Aer  in  which  the  word  is  aseJ,  as  the  snbject  is  fairly  presented 
in  these  passages.  And  now,  besides  all  the  eridence  fiiruisbed 
by  the  letter  and  construction  of  the  text,  and  application  of  the 
term,  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  by  the  following  process. 

1.  Christ  used  this  word  [gehenna'i  without  any  application, 
and  without  any  design  and  meaning;  or,  2.  He  used  it  without 
any  honesty,  intending  only  to  frighten  them,  (if  th<tfy  were  silly 
enough  to  be  frightened,)  by  threatening  them  with  the  punish- 
ment of  literal  burning  in  the  Talley  of  the  son  of  Hinnom,  an  in- 
fliction which  they  must  have  known  they  were  no  more  in  dan- 
ger of,  than  of  being  thrown  oyer  the  moon  ;  or,  3.  He  intended  to 
reveal  to  them  the  fact,  that  the  ungodly  would  be  consigned  to 
a  place  of  punishment  in  the  future  world.  As  neither  of  the 
former  suppositions  tan  be  for  a  moment  entertained,  we  are  com- 
pelled to  adopt  the  last,  or  do  violence  to  every  principle  of  reason 
and  consistency. 

We  have  one  remark  more  on  this  point,  viz. — the  Jews  not 
only  understood  Christ  to  use  the  term  in  the  sense  contended  for 
above,  bnt  used  it  in  the  same  way  themselves,  in  explaining  the 
Old  Testament  scriptures.  This  same  word,  gehenna,  is  frequently 
found  in  their  **  Targums,*'  or  the  paraphrases  or  expositions  of 
the  Jewish  scriptures.  The  Chaldee  Targums,  are,  some  of  them, 
traced  back  to  the  days  of  Ezra.  They  are  known  to  have  ex- 
isted in  the  days  of  the  Maccabees,  and  to  have  been  re-published 
about  a  century  before  the  advent  of  Christ,  and  generally  read  in 
the  s)rnagogues.  Dr.  Prid«>aux  gives  the  most  important  of  them 
an  existence,  and  great  influence  and  authority  with  the  Jews,  in 
the  century  before  Christ. — (See  Prideaux's  (Jonnections,  Vol.  1. 
p.  352.)  Parkharst  says,  gehenna  was,  in  our  li^avior's  time,  used 
by  the  Jews  **  for  hell,  the  place  of  the  damned."  This  appears 
from  that  word  being  thus  applied  by  the  Chaldee  Targums,  and 
by  the  Jerusalem  Targum,  and  that  of  Jonathan  Ben  Uziel. 
Clarke  gives  us  an  example,  in  connection  with  Ps.  csl.  10, 
where  the  Chaldee  Targum,  speaking  of  the  tale-bearer,  says,  **he 
shall  be  hunted  by  the  angel  of  death,  and  thrust  into  [gmenna] 
hell."  Thus  we  have  arrived  at  a  certain  conclusion,  concerning 
the  signification  and  application  of  gehenna  as  employed  by  Christ 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  by  the  Jews  in  their  Targums  before 
the  coming  of  Christ.  This  use  of  gehenna  by  the  Jews  must 
have  been  known  to  Christ,  and  if  they  had  been  in  error,  he  cer- 
tainly would  have  corrected  them ;  but  so  far  from  this,  he  used 
the  term  in  the  same  way  himself.  Would  he  have  done  this,  if 
he  had  not  intended  to  confirm  their  views,  and  press  upon  them 
with  additional  force,  the  same  truth  ?  Let  him  beliere  this  who 
can. 

Having  now  shown  that  sheol,  hades  and  gehenna,  are  scrip* 
tare  designations  of  a  j^ace  of  future  punishment,  my  next  step 
will  be  to  direct  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  unrighteous  are  cofi- 


signed  to  thi$  phu  of  punishment.  This,  however,  wUl  %»aii 
task,  since  the  same  passages  giioted  to  ^sqye  the  place,  also  de- 
signate the  character  of  it«  innabitants.  Indeed,  the  two  facts 
are  inseparably  connected  in  the  teachings  oi  the  Bihle.  The 
same  voice  which  announces  a  future  hull,  also  aanoaoees  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  in  connection  with  it.  An  inelaaee 
may  be  seen  in  Ps.  ix.  17. — '^The  wicked  shall  be  turned  into 
hell,  with  all  the  nations  that  forget  Gpd."  (2  Pet.  ii.  4.J — •»  For 
God  spared  not  the  angels  that  sinned,  but  cast  them  down  to 
hell  and  delivered  them  into  chains  of  darkness,  to  he  reserved 
unto  judgment.^^  Their  punishment  was  not -endured  by  the  ope- 
rations  of  conscience,  nor  was  it  inflicted  when  the  sin  was  com* 
mitted,  but  having  rendered  themselves  unfit  for  the  place  they 
occupied,  and  obnoxious  to  divine  punishment,  God  cast  them 
down  to  hell,  (tartarosas.)  God  did  not  ^^re  the  aagels.  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  he  witt  h-pare  the  ungodly  sinner. 

Matt.  xxii.  13.  -^*  Then  said  the  king  to  the  servants,  bind  him 
haiid  and  foot  and  take  him  away,  andcast  him  into  outer  dax>k* 
ness ;   there  sball  be  weeping  and  gnashing  of  teeth,    ^v.  xx, 
15. — *'  And  whosoever  was  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life, 
was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire."     Rev.  xxi.  8. — "But  the  fearful 
and  unbelieving,  and  the  abominable,  and  murderers,  and  whore- 
mongers, and  sorcerers,  and  idolators,  and  all  liars,  shall  have 
their  part  in  the  lake  which  burneth  with  fire  and  brimstone, 
which  is  the  second  death."     Besides  these,  there  is  a  numerous 
class  of  scriptures  which  warn  the  sinner  of  his  exposure  to  a 
future  hell,  and  place  his  escape  upon  the  ground  of  repentance 
and  ho'iae3s.    From  all  these,  the  plain  implication  is,  that  ii  they 
disregard  the  conditions,  the  punishment  threatened,  will  be  in- 
flicted.   The  language  Quoted  above,  to  which  much  of  a  similar 
character  might  be  added,  cannot  be  objected  to  as  proof  of  future 
punishment  on  account  of  its  figurative  character.  It  is  plain  that  it 
IS  descriptive  of  the  punishment  of  the  sinner:  and  the  punishment 
thus  set  forth  takes  place  either  in  this  world  or  a  future  world.   If 
in  this  world,  these  figures  must  nevertheless  apply  to  it,  and  the 
objection  would  be  stronger  in  this  case,  than  on  supposition  that 
Uie  punishment  takes  place  beyond  the  pjresent  state.    We  have 
therefore,  in  tht6  figurative  language,  not  an  objection,  but*an*ad- 
ditional  proof  of  the  reference  of  tJ^ese  divine  declaratioos,  to  tha 
future  doom  of  impenitent  sinners.    The  "  fire  that  ni|ver  idiall 
be  quenched,"  the  "  worm  that  dieth  not,"  the  ^Make  of  fire,"  the 
"  outer  darkness,"  *^  weeping,  wailing  and  gnashing  ot  teeth,^*  aris 
expressions  which  correspond  with  nothing  we  know  of  in  the 
innictions  of  motal  punishment  on  earth. 

Still  another  fact  worthy  of  attention  is,  that  the  ecnptures  re- 
present the  wicked  as  sent  away,  or  doomed  to  punishment^  atA% 
iame  time  that  the  righteous  are  blessed  with  lutim  lelMt^. 
Mitt.  xUi.  41-42.— ''The  Son  dI  Ma^  ahiOl  wpi  ^  ki| 
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angels,  and  t)iey  shall  raAher  out  of  his  kingdom  all  things  that 
offend,  and  them  which  do  iniquity,  and  shall  cast  them  into  a  fur-  . 
nace  of  fire ;  there  shall  be  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth.  Then 
shall  the  righteous  shine  forth  as  the  sun  in  the  kingdom  of  their 
Father.'-  (2  Thcss.  i.  7-10.)— In  this  place  we  are  told  that 
when  Christ  shall  ^^come  to  be  glorified  in  his  saints,  and  admired 
in  all  them  that  believe/'  he  will  also  ^*  take  rengeance  on  them 
that  knbw  not  God,  and  obey  not  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.-'  Mr.  Austin  and  his  brethren  generally,  refer  this  pas- 
sage to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  He  thinks,  by  ^*  everlasting 
destruction  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord  and  the  glory  of  his 
power,"  we  are  to  understand  a  deprivation  of  that  presence  and 
glory  of  God  supposed  to  dwell  at  Jerusalem.  What  sense  there 
would  be  in  using  such  language  to  inhabitants  of  a  heathen  city, 
who  knew  nothing  of  Jerusalem,  except  by  means  of  a  few  pes- 
tilent Jews.  I  leave  to  be  determined  by  the  wise  and  sagacious. 
To  my  mind,  such  applications  of  the  word  of  God,  are  too  ridic- 
ulous to  merit  a  serious- consideration.  In  the  second  chapter  of 
Romans,  we  are  told  that  God  will  render  ^'eternal  life'*  to  those 
who  continue  patiently  *'  in  well-doing,"  and  tribulation,  anguish, 
indignation  and  wrath,  to  those  who  are  *■'  contentious  and  do  not 
obey  the  truth*' — and  it  wUl  be  done  at  the  same  time — *-in  the^ 
day  when  God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of  men  by  Jesus  Christ,  ac- 
cordinj^  to  my  gospel."  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  will  not  ap- 
ply this  to  the  de&truetion  of  Jerusalem  ? 

Matt.  XXV.  46. — "  And  these  shall  go  away  into  everlasting 
punishment,  but  the  righteous  into  life  eternal."  These  passages 
show  the  righteous  and  wicked  as  the  subjects  of  God's  retribu- 
tive decisions  at  the  sam^  time.  Whatever  of  perpetuity  or  im- 
mutability pertains  to  the  rewards  of  the  righteous,  is  also  con- 
nected with  the  punishment  of  the  wicke<l.  If  the  endless  pun- 
ishment of  the  wicked  is  in  this  life,  so  also  is  the  endless  hap- 
piness of  the  righteous.  If  one  is  transferred  to  the  other  state, 
both  must  be.  But  as  the  reward  of  the  righteous  is  in  a  future 
heaven,  so  the  wicked  will  be  punished  in  a.  future  hell. 

Another  fact  which  stands  out  prominently  in  the  word  of  God, 
is,  that 

THE  CON DinpN  OF  SOME  SINNERS  IS  REPRESENTED  AS  HOPELESS. 

Heb.  vi.  4. —  *'For  it  is  impossible  for  those  who  were  once 
enlightened,  and  have  tasted  of  the  heavenly  gift,  and  were  made 
partakers  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  have  tasted  of  the  good  word 
of  God,  and  the  powers  of  the  world  to  come,  if  they  shall  fall 
away,  to  renew  them  again  unto  repentance  :  seeing  they  crucify 
to  themselves  the  Son  of  Go  J  afresh,  and  put  him  to  an  open 
shame."  This  passage  relates  to  apostates  from  Christ  and  Chris- 
tianity. They  cannot  be  renaweJ  aeain  to  repentance,  because 
they  have  rejected  the  onlij  channel  tnrough  which  the  grace  of 
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repentance  can  flow.  Paul  says  it  is  impossible  to  renew  t^em 
again  to  repentance.  Their  condition,  therefore,  must  be  kopeks^. 

Prov.  xxix.  1. — "He  that  being  often  reproved,  hardeneth  bis 
neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that  without  remedy."  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  this  should  read,  "shall  certainly  be  punished,  and 
that  without  fail^  But  why  make  this  radical  chan^  in  the 
language  and  sense  of  the  passage  ^  The  only  reason  under  hea- 
ven is,  that  Universalism  demands  it.  The  gentleman's  object  is 
to  escape  the  difficulty  thrown  in  his  way  by  the  words  **  with- 
out remedy."  To  do  this,  he  subsiitutes  fail  for  remedy.  And 
yet  the  passage  does  not  quite  suit  him :  the  term  destroyed  is 
too  strong  for  Universalism :  he  therefore  expunges  that,  and  puts 
in  punished.  But  all  this  is  wholly  gratuitous — an  unauthorized 
change  of  words  which  express  accurately  the  meaning  of  the 
original,  for  words  which  eitner  pervert  it,  or  express  it  in  an  am- 
bigdous  manner. 

Ps.  1.  22 — "  Now  consider  this,  ye  that  forget  God,  lest  [  tear 
you  in  pieces,  and  there  be  none  to  deiiver.''^  This  declaration 
follows  a  minute  description  of  those  who  hate  instruction,  are 
dishonest,  and  licentious,  and  who  "give  their  mouth  to  evil." 
They  are  admonished  that  if  this  course  he  persisted  in,  the  result 
must  be  ruin,  destruction  inflicted  by  God  himself,  from  which 
there  is  no  deliverance.  Let  me  ask  here,  can  a  punishment  or 
destruction  "without  remedy,"  or  from  which  there  is  no  delive- 
rance, be  intended  to  reform  the  punished.^  Here  is  a  ehance  for 
the  audience  to  choose  between  the  word  of  God  and  the  assertion 
of  Universalism. 

Matt.  xii.  45. — "The  last  state  of  that  man  is  vrorse  than  the 
first.  Even  so  shsdl  it  be  with  this  wicked  generation."  In  this 
connection,  Christ  gives  a  graphic  description  of  the  process  by 
which  the  apostate  makes  shipwreck  of  faith — gives  himself  up 
to  the  control  of  evil  influences  and  agencies.  I«irst,  the  unelean 
spirit  went  out — but  when  allowed  to  return,  he  came  not  aione; 
he  brought  with  him  seven  other  spirits  more  wicked  than  him^ 
self,  and  they  enter  in  and  dwelt  there :  and  **•  the  last  state  of  tbst 
man  is  worse  than  the  flrst."  Can  there  be  nkOentaie  than  the 
last  xtate  ?  If  the  last  state  is  the  worst,  where  is  the  hope  of 
final  holiness  and  happiness  ?  The  concluding  words  are,  "  even 
80  shall  it  be  with  this  wicked  generation."  The  hopeless  con- 
dition of  the  apostate  in  his  individual  and  moral  state,  is  made 
to  represent  the  flnal  condition  of  that  generation.  In  both  cases, 
the  last  end  is  worse  than  the  first. 

The  same  character;*  are  described  by  Paul.  Heb.  x.  26-27. — 
**  To  whom  there  remainelh  no  more  sacrifice  for  sins,  but  a  cer- 
tain fearful  lookine  for  of  judgment  and  fiery  indignation,  which 
shall  devour  the  aifrersaries."  This  description  was  not  only  ap- 
plicable to  individual  apostates,  but  to  the  unbelieving  j^ws  ill  ge- 
jiieral,^wbo,  by  rejecting  Christ  and  the  gospel,  rendered  it  impos- 
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Bible  that  they  should  ever  he  saved ;  inasmiTch  as  Christ  is  the 
only  sacrifice  for  sin,  and  the  only  way  of  approach  to  God. 
Hence  Paul  asks  this  emphatic  question.  (Heb.  ii.  3.) — "How 
shall  we  escape,  if  we  neglect  so  great  salvation  ?"  On  these 
words,  Clarke  remarks,  "  as  there  is  but  one  remedy  by  which 
diseased  souls  can  be  saved,  so,  by  refusing  to  apply  that  one  rem- 
«'iy»  they  must  necessarily  perish.'*  AVe  do  not  deem  it  necessa- 
ry to  increase  this  list  any  farther.  There  are  no  words  in  the 
English  language  more  plain  and  expressive,  than  those  here 
employed  to  set  forth  the  hopeless  condition  of  impenitent  sin- 
ners. These  authorities  cannot  be  set  aside,  except  by  some  twis- 
ting, turning  process,  which  perverts  language,  contravenes  com- 
mon sense,  and  proclaims  a  reckless  disregard  of  fairness  and  can- 
dor at  every  step. 

My  next  step  in  this  argument  is.  that  sinners  are  threatened 
with,  and  said  to  be  in  danger  of 

ETERNAL  PUNISHMENT. 

Mark  iii.  29.-—"  But  he  that  shall  blaspheme  against  the  Holy 
Ghost,  hath  never  forgiveness,  but  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damna- 
tion.*'  Clarke  thinks  we  must  not  understand  this  to  cut  off  the 
possibility  of  repentance  and  salvation  for  the  soul.  And  this 
may  be  correct,  though  the  conclusion  can  only  be  sustained  by 
what  I  call  a  strained  and  unnatural  interpretation.  But  this  is 
wide  of  the  mark.  The  object  for  which  I  introduce  this  passage 
is  to  prove,  not  that  sinners  of  any  grade  may  not  repent  during 
their  day  of  probation,  but  that  they  are  in  danger  of  *^  eternal 
damnation,"  or  of  endless  perdition.  H  we  understand  forgiveness  in 
this  passage  as  synonymous  with  the  punishment  which  can  only 
be  remitted  by  forgiveness,  the  very  least  we  can  say  of  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  place  is,  that  blasphemers  are  exposed  to  endless  pun- 
ishment. The  emptiatic  words  of  our  Lord  are,  "-  is  in  danger  of 
eternal  damnation.'*  The  perpetuity  of  this  punishment  is  con- 
firmed  by  the  parallel  passage  in  Matt.  xii.  29,  where  the  lan- 
guage he  uses  is — '^neither  in  this  world,  neither  in  the  world  to 
come."  H  we  suppose  the  **  aioni"  of  this  verse  4o  mean  age  or 
dispensation,  it  will  not  help  the  case,  since  we  know  of  no  other 
age  or  dispensation  beyond  that  **  which  is  to  come,"  in  which 
mercy  can  be  granted,  or  punishment  remitted. 

But  Lightfoot  says,  the  Jews  employtid  this  lan|:aage — **in  the 
world  to  come,**  to  assert  a  state  of  immortality,  in  opposition  to 
the  Sadducees,  who  denied  it.  The  punishment  to  which  the 
blasphemer  is  exposed,  is,  according  to  this,  as  endless  as  that 
state  of  immortality  believed  in  by  the  Jews.  Mr.  Austin  <«ays, 
to  be  forgiven,  is  to  be  restored  to  the  favor  of  God,  lost  by  trans- 
gression : — Christ  says,  certain  characters  have  *•  never  forgive- 
ness"— thenfore,  on  Mr.  Austin's  own  principles,  either  Chnst  is 
mistaken,  or  impenitent  sinners  are  exposed  to  endless  misery, 
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since  no  man  esin  be  bappy  without  tbfr  ^Tiar  of  God.  Thnai  yon 
aee,  tbere  is  no  way  in  wbicb  the  doctrine  of  endlera  pooishnieot 
can  be  expung^ed  from  tbis  passage,  witbotU  an  arbitrary,  violent, 
and  wholly  unsupported  explanation.  On  this  point,  Tholuck, 
who  is  claimed  by  Mr.  Austin  as  a  Universalist,  and  who,  with- 
out doubt,  occupies  the  first  rank  as  a  Biblical  scholar,  remarks — 
**  what  Christ  says  concerning  it,  (sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost) 
seems  clearly  to  imply  a  degree  of  opposition  against  holy  truth, 
which  leads  to  eternal  unbappmess/* 

John  iii.  36. — **He  that  believeth  on  the  Son,  bath  everlasting 
life,  and  be  that  believeth  not,  shall  not  see  life,  but  the  wrath  of 
God  abideth  on  him."  This  language  plainly  implies,  that  to  be- 
lieve in  Chric't,  is  necessary  to  everlasting  life. 

John  viii.  21.— 1  go  my  way,  and  ye  shall  seek  me,  and  shall 
die  in  your  sins :  whither  I  go,  ye  cannot  come.     The  reason  is 

§iven  in  the  24th  verse — "  if  ye  believe  not  that  I  am  he,  ye  shall 
ie  in  your  sins."  Mr.  Austin  will  probably  meet  me  here  with 
the  words  of  Christ  to  his  disciples,  which  are  in  some  respects 
similar.  But  I  wish  you  to  observe  two  important  poiats  ol  dit- 
ference.  1.  Christ  said  to  the  Jews—^^ye  shall  die  in  your 
sins,'^  which  he  did  not  say  to  his  disciples.  2.  He  said  to  his 
disciples — *'  Whither  I  go,  thou  canst  not  follow  me  now ;  but 
thon  sfaalt  follow  me  afterwards,"  which  he  did  not  say  to  the 
Jews. 

£zek.  xviii.  26. — When  a  righteous  man  turneth  away  from 
his  righteousness,  and  commiteth  iniquity,  and  dieth  in  them ; 
for  his  inic^nity  that  he  hath  done,  shall  be  die.  Here  are  two 
deaths.  First,  that  of  the  body — expressed  by  the  words,  >*  and 
dieth  in  them."  Secondly,  the  death  of  the  soul  after  this  life, 
expressed  by  the  words.  *^for  his  iniquity  that  he  ka&  done  shall 
he  die.*^  Mr.  Austin  has  demanded  proof  that  the  sinner  will 
not  enter  upon  his  future  stale,  under  oircumstances  as  favora- 
ble, if  not  more  ptomisingt  than  those  existing  here.  Well,  Hsr« 
he  has  it,  in  the  fact  that  Christ  says  they  shiul  die  in. their  sinsy 
and  shall  not  come  where  he  is—and  also'inthe  plain  declaration 
of  £zekiel— that  he  shall  die  for  his  iniqoitj^,  after  ha  has  died 
in  it. 

Finally,  the  future  puAishment  of  the  vricked  is  wpresentad  9m 
being 

TREIR  END,  TffEm  FORTION,  ANIV  ETBRKAX. 

1  Pet.  iv.  l7. — The  question  is  asked,  what  shall  the  end  be 
of  them  that  obey  not  the  gospel  of  God  ?"  David  learned  their 
.*'  end''  when  he  "  went  into  the  sanctuary."  Thou  castedst  them 
down  to  destruction — into  desolation  aa  in  a  moment ;.  tli^y  are 
utterly  consumed  with  teirors.  As  a  dream  when  one  awailk|(tlvt 
so,  O  Lord,  when  thou  awakest,  thou  shalt  despise  theif  imai^^* 
(Ps.  Ixxiii.)  .., 
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Rom.  yi.  21.-*"  The  end  of  those  things  is  death.*^    On  Mr. 
Austin's  principles,  sin  leads  to  punishment,  and  punishment  leads 
to  life-^hence  Paul  should  have  said,  "  the  end  of  those  things 
is  iife.'^     (Heb.  ri,  8.) — Apostates  are  represented  by  the  figure 
of  thorns  and  briers—  ^*  rejected,  and  nigh  unto  curaine,  whose 
end  is  to  be  burned."     Phil.  iii.  18. — ^The  **  enemies  of  the  cross 
of  Christ,  are  described,  "  whose  end  is  destruction."    The  pun- 
ishment of  the  wicked  is  their  riNAL  poetion.     (Ps.xi.  6.) — 
"  Upon  the  wicked  he  shall  rain  snares,  fire  and  brimstone,  and  a 
horrible  tonpest ;  this  shall  be  the  portion  of  their  cup."     (Matt. 
xxtv.  51.) — **  The  Lord  of  that  servant  shall  come  in  a  day  when 
he  looketh  not  for  him,  and  in  an  hour,  that  he  is  not  aware  oU 
and  shall  cut  him  asunder,  and  appoint  him  his  portion,  with 
hypocrites  and  unbelievers ;  there  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing 
of  teeth."     (Chap.  viii.  12;  xiii.  42;  xzii.   13;  xxv.  30,)  are 
parallel  passages,  which  we  will  not  employ  time  in  quoting. 
While  God  is  said  to  be  the  **  portion  of  his  people."  and  their 
**  end  is  everlasting  life,"  destruction  is  the  end  of  the  wicked, 
and  their  portion,  *'  weeping,  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth." 

To  these,  we  will  add  some  of  those  passages  which  determine 
the  future  punishment  of  the  ungodly  to  be  endless.  (Matt.  xxy. 
41.) — *'  Depart  from  me,  ye  cursed,  into  everiasting  fire,  prepared 
for  the  devil  and  his  angels.'*  Verse  46. — **  These  shall  go  away 
into  merkuiing  punishment."  (2  Thess.  i.  9.) — ^*  Who  shall  be 
punished  with  €veria$ting  destruction  from  the  presence  of  the 
Lord,  and  the  glory  of  his  power.'-  Jude  6, 7.^^*  Sodom  and  Gh>mor- 
rah  are  set  forth  an  example^  suffering  the  vengence  of  eternal  fire, ^* 
Mr.  Austin  haa  contended  that  €rod  never  punishes»  «xcept  with 
the  view  to  reform  the  punished. 

Ma.  Austin. — I  said  one  of  the  objects  was  for  example. 

Ma.  HoLMBs. — But  in  this  case  there  is  but  one  purpose,  and 
that,  not  reformation,  but  example.  Will  the  gentleman  explain 
how  the  Sodomites  can  be  benefited  by  suffering  the  vengeance  of 
eternal  fire.  (Isaiah  xxxiii.  14.> — **  Who  of  us  shall  dwell  with 
devouring  fire,  who  of  us  shall  dwell  with  everlasting  burnings?" 
On  this  verse,  the  Targum  remarks,  **  Who  of  us  shall  dwell  in 
Jerusalem,  where  the  ungodly  are  judged  and  delivered  into  heli, 
for  an  eternal  ftttmitig."  (Jude  13.) — Speaking  of  certain  scanda- 
lous characters,  describes  them  as  raging  waves  of  the  sea,  foam- 
ing out  their  own  shame ;  wandering  stars,  to  whom  is  reserved 
the  blackness  of  darkness  forever.  (St.  Pet.  ii.  12.)— Speaking 
of  similar  persons,  says  they  shall  utterly  perUh  m  their  own  cor- 
ruptions. Rev.  xix.  20. — ^*-  The  I>evtl  was  cast  into  the  lake  of 
fire  and  brimstone,  where  the  beast  and  false  prophet  are,  and 
i^all  be  tormented,  day  and  night,  forever  and  e«e^." 

John  iii.  15. — "  That  whosover  belteveth  in  nim,  should  not  per- 
ish, but  have  eternal  life.     Also  verse  16,  that  whosoevcft  haNeveth 
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in  htm,  shoQld  not  perish,  hut  have  eternal  life.  (Chap.  x.  28.) 
Chribt  says  respecting  his  sheei»,  who  hear  his  Toiee,  *'*  I  give  mi- 
to  them  eternal  life,  and  they  shall  never  perish.'*'  (Rom.  vi.  23.) 
— '*  The  wages  of  sin  is  deaih^  but  the  gift  of  God  is  eternal  irft 
through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord." 

In  the  four  passages  last  quoted,  the  final  condition  of  the  sis* 
ner  is  put  in  opposition  to  the  fature  MessednesA  of  the  Christiaa. 
And  I  maintain  that  hy  ail  usage,  and  wtabHahed  rules  of  lan- 
guage, as  well  as  by  the  eommon  sense  of  every  reader,  the  con- 
dition of  the  sinner  must  be  as  perpetual  and  immutable  as  that 
of  the  righteous."  Besides  this,  there  are  two  other  facts  broiwht 
to  view,  viz.  1.  Eternal  life  is  received  byfaitk /hence,  the  unbe- 
liever has  it  not,  and  to  him  the  oppoeite  of  eternal  life  is  a  neces- 
sary consequence.  2.  The  object  of  the  death  and  miesion  of  Christ 
was  to  save  men  from  perishhtgy  and  he  proposes  to  do  this  by 
giving  them  eternal  life — if  they  don't  have  eternal  life,  they  per- 
ish, and  by  consequence,  death  and  the  term  perish,  in  this  con- 
nection ^  express  ideas  which  contra^  tuitk  eternal  hfe.  Now,  if 
eternal  life  means  to  he  f  noli y  holy  and  happy ;  to  perish,  means 
to  be  finally  miserable.  In  all  the  quotations  adduced  above,  to 
prove  the  eternity  of  future  punishment,  except  one,  the  word 
(aionios)  in  some  form  is  employed.  The  primary  signification 
of  this  word,  and  the  one  from  which  it  is  derived,  is  ^^cMi/co," 
or  *^  aivHtys  being. ^^  We  shall  bestow  some  attention  upon  these 
words  in  our  next  speech,  when  we  hope  to  bring  out  plainly 
their  true  import  and  application. 

As  the  gentleman  has  perpetrated  a  criticism  on  the  word  per- 
ish,* 1  must  give  the  same  word  a  moment's  attention.  The  sig- 
nification given  to  this  word  ^*  apoleta»i'  and  the  other  forms  of 
it  which  occur,  is  substantially  the  same,  by  Donnegan  and  Park- 
hurst.  The  first  form  of  the  verbis  ^^apoles^*'  compounded  oi 
apo^  intensive,  and  aieo  to  destroy — the  meaning,  therefore,  is  *'  (9 
destrouj'^  to  destroy  utterly.  Parkhurst,  a  little  more  systematic 
than  £>onnegan,  deduces  from  it  a  second  meaning,  or  rather  ap- 
plication of  the  word,  viz.  *^  to  hse."  In  the  passive  form  it  would 
signify  ^^  to  perish,*'  to  be  killed*  or  destroyed, ''  to  be  lost.*'  This 
is  the  whole  of  it,  so  far  as  relates  to  its  signification.  Now  for 
the  criticism.  The  gentleman  first  thinks  the  Lexieographers  are 
prejudiced.  This  is  certainly  unfortunate,  especially  as  they  all 
agree.  If  only  one  of  respectable  standing  would  so  far  yield  the 
point,  as  to  manufacture  a  definition  to  harmonize  with  Univer- 
salism,  it  would  doubtless  be  a  great  relief.  And  yet  my  friend 
claims  it  as  a  triumph,  that  they  do  not  say  it  means  ^^  endless 
woe."  As  this  fact  seems  to  afford  him  great  consolation,  I  will 
for  once  be  benevolent,  and  allow  him  to  retain  it.  He  next 
says  the  scripture  usage  of  the  term  is  the  best  criterion  by  which  to 
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judge  of  Its  import.  Here  I  will  not  dtspate  him.  He'  farther  re- 
marks that  it  means  **  to  punish.''  Thou^  disnosed  to  agree 
with  my  friend  as  far  as  I  ca,n,  yet  at  this  point,  the  facts  of  the 
case  compel  me  to  say.  this  is  not  true^  unless  the  punishment  be 
that  of  utler  destruction.  The  examples  he  has  adduced,  directly 
And  flatly  contradict  his  assertion.  Nor  can  he  find  a  single 
place  in  the  New  Testament  where  the  word  is  so  used.  In  every 
case  it  means  destruction,  by  temporal  death,  or  if  applied  to  the 
moral  interests  of  men,  it  means  the  ruin  of  their  spintual  hopes 
and  prospects,  by  sin  and  its  consequences.  It  may  be  sometimes 
applied  to  cities,  but  in  these  cases,  it  signifies  their  utter  destruc- 
tion, or  demolition.  I  do  not  wonder  that  the  eentleman  is  so 
anxiiusthat  it  should  mean  punish,  since  he  has  already  substitu- 
ted '^  punish  "  for  *'■  destroy,''  in  one  of  his  scripture  quotations. 

When  this  word  is  used  to  signify  lose,  or  to  be  lost,  it  means^  if 
applietl  to  men,  a  condition  of  wretchedness,  and  hopeless  des- 
titution, as  to  their  spiritual  state.  This  is  the  sense  in  which  it 
is  used  where  it  is  said  Christ  came  to  seek  and  save  that  which 
was  lost. — (Luke  xix.  10.)  When  the  term  translated  perish^  or 
daUroy,  is  applied  to  the  temporal  condition  of  men,  it  means  the 
destruction  ui  their  lives  by  death.  In  this  sense  it  is  used  in  re- 
gard to  the  righteous  and  wicked,  and  does  not  determine  any- 
thing as  to  the  future  condition,  unless  the  destruction  be  in- 
flicted on  the  wicked,  on  account  of  transgression.  Now  one 
remark  more.  When  this  word  is  used  as  it  is  in  (John  iii.  15-16) 
it  implies  the  utter  wreck  of  their  souls  in  a  moral  i^te,  which 
admits  no  remedy.  This  is  just  as  clear  as  that  eternal  life  means 
the  salvation  of  the  soul  in  heaven.  The  gentleman  is  very  un- 
fortunate in  his  criticisms. 

But  Mr.  Austin  says,  God  sent  not  his  Son  to  condemn  the  world. 
Very  true,  because  ''  he  that  believeth  not,  is  condemned  already.''^ 
Again  he  says,  ^^  Christ  came  to  save  all  men,  the  entire  race  of 
man,''  from^  the  condition  described  by  the  word  ^*  perish.^^  True, 
again.  But  ^'  he  that  believeth  not,  shaii  be  damned."  A  casual 
remark  in  one  of  my  speeches,  respecting  the  purgatorial  charac- 
ter of  the  Universalist  system  of  punishment,  has  almost  thrown 
my  friend  into  spasms.  In  the  midst  of  his  phrensy  he  calls  it 
a  ''^  base  f<ibri cation,"  I  am  not  here  to  bandy  epithets,  or  return 
railing  for  railing.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  keep  cool.  It  is 
.  true,  his  task  is  a  perplexing  and  difficult  one.  But  inspiration 
says,  **  tribulation  workelh  patience,"  and  it  would  be  a  pity  in- 
deed, if,  after  all,  he  should  not  realize  this  moral  result.  The 
only  real  difficulty  I  see  in  his  way  is,  that  his  tribulation  is  not 
for  righteousness  sake,  but  for  Universal  ism.  I  have  no  idea 
that  patience,  or  any  other  virtue,  can  be  vforked  out  of  that. 

But  wh^  this  fluttering,  if  I  have  not  touched  one  of  the  sore 
spots  of  his  system  %  Since  my  friend  has  in  this  waj  called  at- 
tention to  the  subject,  I  beg  your  farther  induJ|rence  in  a  remark 
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or  two.    The  RMTiAnufts  divide  siss  into  two  tlaftmsj  veumi  and 
mortal.    Mortal  sins  are^those  which,  in  their  etftimation,  exfoae 
the  sinner  to  rniMnn  pHnuhmentf  hut  venial  sins  mny  he  expiated 
hy  pargatorial  sufferings.    UntTersaliBts  hare  but  one  class  ef 
sins,  and  among  them  are  no  mortal  sins,  aU  are  ptnieJ.    And 
how  ar^  sinners  to  he  purged  from  them  ?    By  punkliroeot. 
Punishment  is  the  ^^sme  qwi  fioH"  of  human  salvation.     Every 
sinner  irms^  be  punished  to^theiuU  extent  of  his  deserts.     If  it  be 
not  effected  in  tiiis  world,  it  must  be  in  the  world  to  come.    Aad 
what  is  the  nature  of  this -punishment?    Mr.  AustiB  baa  told  as, 
again  and  again,  that  it  is  inflicted,  as  a  medicine  is  ad  ministered, 
aad  for  the  same  end.    And  pray  what  is  the  object  of  anediciBe, 
if  it  be  not  to  pwge  the  system,  and  throw  off  the  extraneoos 
and  corrupt  matter  which  generates  disease.     And  this  is  the  ob- 
ject of  the  Universalist  syst^n  of  punishment,  as  to  the  depravity 
or  moral  diseaae  of  men.    A  purgatory  is  a  purifying  agency. 
The  Roman  Cathc^io  purgatory  is  ''  a  siaU  or  plaee  after  death,  in 
which  tbe  souls  of  persons  are  purified,  or  in  which  they  expiate 
such  offences,  committed  in  this  life,  as  do  ma  merit  eternal  iiam' 
fiofttm." — (Webster).    The  Universalist  purgatory  is  •*  a  stote  or 
jdace  after  death,  (or  in  this  life,  or  both,)  in  which  the  souls  of 
persons  are  ptirified,  or  in  which  they  expiate  a//  their  offence*^ 
committed  in  this  iile.  which  (Universalists  contend)  do  not  merit 
eternal  damnation.    Tbe  only  material  difference  in  tbe  two  cases 
is,  that  the  Romanist  purgatory  provides  only  for  expiating  cenrof 
oiences,  while  the  Universalist  purgatory  embraces  ali  odencas. 
The  Universalist  system  is,  therefore,  morefuU^  and  tmpkaHealljf 
a  purgatory,  than  that  of  the  Romish  Church.     Mr.  Austin  can 
avoid  this  conclusion,  only  by  denying  ali  he  has  said  on  thefifst 
question,  and  much  that  pertains  to  tlie  others. 

There  is  another  fact  that  mustnot  be  passed  over,  viz : — Romish 
purgatory  is  of  Univeraalist  origin.    The  man  whom  they  claim 
as  the  most  promiiient  advocate  of  their  opinions,  adopted  a  pur^ 
gatory  to  help  out  his  conclusion.    Ori^en,  of  the  third  century, 
was  the  first  man  who  broached  the  sub|ectof  pur^torial  deans- 
ings ;  and  though  the  idea  met  with  much  opposition  at  first,  yet 
it  was  subsequently  jadopted  as  a  part  of  the  machinery  of  the 
Romish  Church.     The  Universalist  system  of  punishment  is  a  re- 
finement upon  this  notion  of  Origen-s,  and  through  him  is  directly 
traceable  to  Plato.     In  this  respect,  Universalism  and  Romanism 
are  off-shoots  of  the  same  parent  stock,     it  is  very  evident  the 
gentleman  is  becoming  ashamed  of  his  own  theory-^henee  his 
sensitivness  when  its  real  purgatorial  character  is  brought  out, 
and  hence,  also,  his  attempt  to  explain  it  away,  by  calling  it  a 
'^  high  course  of  salutar}',  elevating,  vuri/gtng  disipline^d  in- 
struction.   I  know  the  public  are  pertecly  competent  to  judge  of 
this,  and  to  their  decision  I  cheerfully  submit  i^  i^ter  givm§  the 
judgment  of  John  Murray  on  tiie  saqie  point.    He  is  i^eahi^i^Df 
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that  system  of  ptmishment  which  hegan  to  he  advocated  in  his 
day,  and  has  heen  taught  hy  all  the  principal  Universal ists  (with 
some  variation  as  to  place  and  circumstances,  not  nature  or  de- 
sign) from  Winchester  to  J.  M.  Austin. 

*'  But  as  this  does  not  seem  to  he  glad  tidings  to  every  crea- 
ture? we  would  say  to  the  unjust  who  must  suffer  for  thsir  sins, 
that  their  sufferings  shall  finallu  bring  them  to  God ;  that  when 
they  have  suffered  as  mush  as  the  justice  of  God  shall  demand,  so 
that  on  scrutinizing  the  account,  it  shall  anpear  that  the  sinner 
has  paid  the  uttermost  farthing,  thep  they  snail  come  forth  from 
the  deep  dungeon  where,  hy  the  grace  of  Jesus  Christ,  they  have 
heen  enabled  to  suffer  so  much,  and  give  glory  to  him,  who,  by 
suffering  so  much  in  his  own  person,  rendered  it  possible  for 
them  to  obtain  salvation  by  their  own  deeds  and  sufferings?^ — (Life 
of  Murray,  page  295  ) 

Mr.  Austin  seems  inclined  to  cavil  as  to  the  word  contingent 
or  contingency.  As  a  theoloj^cal  terra,  it  implies  conditicnality. 
In  this  sense  alone,  is  it  used  m  this  discussion  respecting  God^B 
will  or  purpose.  God  willed  the  perpetuity  of  the  Jewish  nation, 
but  only  on  condition  that  they  obeyed  the  law.  God  wills  the 
salvation  of  every  sinner,  but  only  on  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
the  gospel.  The  contingency  of  human  actions,  implies  no  de- 
gree of  uncertainty  in  the  mind  of  God  respecting  the  results  of 
those  actions,  nor  respecting  his  purpose  to  deal  with  men  accor- 
ding to  their  works. 

As  I  have  now  given  the  great  body  of  those  scriptural  proofs 
I  intend  to  adduce,  I  hope,  if  the  gentleman  has  any  of  those 
strange  and  unnatural  explanations  to  present,  which  are  peculiar 
to  Universalism,  he  will  bring  them  out  in  his  next  speech. 
Fairness  demands  this,  since  if  he  postpones  it  longer,  I  shall  not 
he  able  to  reply.  My  closing  speech  must  be  devoted  to  other 
things. — [  Ttme  expired. 

[MR.    AUSTIN'S  TINTII  REPLY.] 

GcNT.  Moderators  : — Mr.  Holmes'  sixteenth  Argument  in  the 
affirmative,  he  attempts  to  build  on  **  the  final  condition  of  the  sin- 
ful.** There  are  some  characteristics  pertainhig  to  this  argument, 
which  should  be  noticed.  It  will  be  seen  the  long  string  of  pas- 
sages he  has  introduced,  is  accompanied  by  little,  or  no  comment, 
io  show  their  meaning,  or  explain  their  bearing  on  the  question  in 
debate.  Knowing  as  he  does,  that  the  great  mass  of  community 
have  been  educated  in  the  belief  that  certain  passages  of  scripture 
inculcate  the  endless  perpetuity  of  misery,  ne  evidently  depends 
on  this  early  bias  more  than  on  any  intrinsic  force  contained  in 
the  cited  passages,  on  minds  capable  of  thoroughly  analyzing  their 
true  intent  and  meaning.  I  think,  however,  there  must  be  a  larpe 
class  among  those  usually  favoring  his  views,  who  will  reqnir9 
more  than  this,  to  keep  them  in  belief  of  a  doctrine  so  revolting^ 
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to  all  the  better  feelings  of  their  hearts  as  endlero  torment.  They 
will  see  that  eiiuply  to  quote  an  array  of  passages  where  the  words 
•*  eternal,"  ''  everlasting,"  and  "  forever"  occur,  is  not  sufficient.  It 
will  be  borne  in  mind  by  them,  that  I  have  shown  by  the  most 
abundant  testimony,  that  these  words  are  of  a  very  indefinite  and 
unurtain  meaning ;  and  that  they  are  frequently  used  in  the  Bible 
to  designate  a  limited  period  of  time.  Hence  in  introdoring  pas- 
sages where  they  occur,  it  lies  with  /ny  opponent  to  show  that 
these  words  possess  a  meaning  of  endlesmefis,  rather  than  of  limit* 
ed  time.  This  is  precisely  the  point  for  him  to  establish,  in  order 
to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  Unless  he  doea  it,  his 
quotations  will  be  of  no  avail. 

He  attempts  to  show  in  this  argument,  what  the  final  eonditioa 
of  the  sinful  will  be.     But  what  connection  have  his  scripture  quo- 
tations with  that  point?    They  speak  of  the  pnnishnoeot  of  the 
wicked— in  some  cases  declaring  that  it  will  be  aionion  punish- 
ment.   But  is  there  any  intimation  in  these  passages  that  they 
describe  the  final  condition  of  those  emluring  punishooeot  ?     Not 
in  a  single  instance.     My  friend  adroitly  assumes  this  point.    ( 
insist  that  in  no  case  do  the  scriptures  describe  a  state  oi  pun isk- 
merit,  as  being  the  final  condition  of  the  sinful.     It  cannot  be. 
We  have  bad  abundant  evidence  during  this  debate,  that  the  pun* 
ishments  of  God*8  government  are  not  vindictive,  but  reformatory. 
Those,  therefore,  who  are  enduring^  them,  are  in  a  state  of  trans^ 
ition,  instead  of  being  in  a  fixed  and  final  condition.     This  phrass 
**  final  condition  of  the  sinful,*'  is  very  similar  to  another,  so  fre- 
quently heard  from  the  orthodox  pulpit — *•  the  finally  impeaittnt* 
These  are  words  coined  by  men.     They  never  occur  in  the  Bible. 
Christ  was  sent  by  his  Father  on  a  great  mission  in  behalf  of 
$inntr$,  and  indsed,  of  oil  men,  viz  : — to  save  them  from  sin,  evil, 
ani  death.     I  know  of  no  better  way  to  learn  the  *'final  condition" 
of  mankind,  than  to  ascertain   the  state  they  will  be  in,  when 
Christ  shall  have  concluded  his  great  and  good  work.     That  must 
necessarily  be  their  final  condition.     The  Apostle  gives  us  full  in- 
formation on  this  point.     He  declares  the  Savior  shall  succeed  in 
causing  all  men  to  bow  in  submission  to  his  peaceful  reign,  and 
confess  him  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father. — (Phil.  ii.  10, 
11.)     He  also  informs  us,  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  reign  of 
Jesus,  havinjT  brought  all  mankind  into  willing  subjection  to  his 
gospel,  he  will  deliver  up  his  Mediatorial  kingdom  into  the  hands 
of  the  Father,  and  God  shall  be  "  ALL  in  ALL!  I"     Here  is  the 
**  final  condition"  of  all  men  !     They  are  brought  to  the  enjoyment 
of  li^ht,  truth  and  love ;  and  the  spirit  of  God  fills  every  capaci- 
ty of  their  souls.     If  it  can  be  shown  that  any  are  in  sin  and  mis- 
ery after  this  period,  I  will  abandon  my  doctrine. 

(t  will  not  be  possible  in  the  limited  time  allotted  me,  to  notice 
all  the  passages  my  friend  has  collected,  whether  reievant  or  int^ 
levant,  and  thrown  together  in  the  argument  now  under 
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Btion.    But  I  pledge  myself  to  the  audience  to  take  into  consider- 
ation as  many  of  the  most  important  of  them,  as  opportunity  will 
allow.     He  first  introduces  a  class  of  passages  which  speak  of  the 
**  kingdom  of  heaven/*  and  endeavors  to  show  that  there  are  some 
men  who  will  never  he   permitted  to  enter  it.     Let  us  briefly 
consider  this  subject.     1.  \Vhat  is  '*ihe  kingdom  of  heaven  ?'* — 
or  **  the  kingdom  of  Grod  .'*'    It  is  the  Mediatorial  Kingdom  which 
which  was  given  to  Christ  by  his  Father  for  certain  specific  pur- 
poses, and  wnich  he  established  at  his  advent  on  earth.     In  other 
words,  it  is  the  reie^n  of  truth,  righteousness  and  love,  which  was 
introduced  by  the  Redeemer  among  men.     '*  The  kingdom  of  God 
is  not  meat  and  drink ;  but  righteousness^  and  peace,  and  joy  in 
the  Holy  Ghost.'* — (Rom.  xiv.  17.)     Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says — 
*^  The  kingdom  of  heaven  and  the  kingdom  of  God,  mean  the  same 
thing,  viz  :    The  dispensation  of  infinite  mercy,  and  manifestation 
of  eternal  truth,  by  Christ  Jesus."    2.  For  what  purpose  was  this 
kingdom  established  ?    It  was  to  bring  all  mankind  into  a  con- 
dition to  serve,  love  and  obey  their  Redeemer  and  their  Creator. — 
'*  I  saw  in  the  night  visions,  and  heboid,  one  like  the  Son  of  man 
came  with  the  clouds  of  heaven,  and  came  to  the  Ancient  of  Days, 
and  they  brought  him  near  before  him.    And  there  was  given 
him  dominion,  and  glory,  and  a  kingdom,  that  ALL  People,  Na- 
tions and   Languages  should  serve  him." — (Dan.  vii.  13,   14.) 
3.  Where  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  the  kingdom  of  Grod  ?    **  I 
tell  you  of  a  tmth,  there  be  some  standing  here,  which  shall  not 
taste  of  death,  till  they  sie  the  kingdom  of  God.'* — (Luke  ix.  27.) 
••  The  kingdom  of  heaven  is  at  hand,** — (Matt.  iii.  2.)     •«  Neither 
shall  they  say,  lo,  here  !  or  lo,  there  !  for  behold  the  kingdom  of 
God  is  within  you.** — (Luke  xvii.  21.)    The  kingdom  of  heaven  is 
here  on  the  earth.     It  can  be  entered,  it  can  be  enjoyed,  here. 
Yet  as  Christ  does  not  finish  his  work  in  behalf  of  mankind  in 
this  life — as  he  completes  in  the  world  to  come,  all  the  influence 
he  is  appointed  to  exercise  over  them,  and  all  the  instruction  he  is 
to  impart,  to  fit  them  for  their  high  destiny — his  work,  his  reign, 
his  kingdom  extends  to  the  future  world,  and  will  endure  until  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  established,  shall  be  fully  accomplished. 
4.  When  will  the  kiagdofn  of  heaven,  or  the  Metfiatorial  reien  of 
Christ,  cease  ?    It  will  cease  when  the  grand  and  desirable  object 
for  which  it  was  commenced,  is  perfectljr  completed — when  Christ 
shall  have  destroyed  unbelief,  error,  sin,  and  every  enemy  of 
man's  happinees— yea,  even  the  last  great  enemy,  death  itself — 
when  he  shall  have  subdued  all  wills  to  the  Will  of  the  Supreme, 
all  hearts  to  God,  and  fitted  all  souls  for  the  residence  of  Jehovah's 
spirit  of  Infinite  Love  ! !     Will  this  period  ever  arrive  ?    It  will. 
If  there  is  truth  in  God's  revealed  word,  **Then  cometh  the  end ; 
when  he  shall  have  delivered  up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Fa- 
ther ;  when  he  shall  have  put  down  all  rule,  and  alj  authority  and 
power — [all  the  power  and  influence  of  error  and  siin.]    Tot  he 
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must  TeigTij  till  h«  hath  pat  all  enemies  [all  that  can  oppose  or  in- 
terrupt man*8  hapjjiDess,]  under  his  feet.  The  last  enemy  that 
shall  be  destroyed,  is  death,  •  •  •  •  •  And  when  all  things 
shall  be  subdued  unto  him,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  Se 
subject  unto  him  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be 
ALL  in  ALL!  !*'--(l  Cor.  xv.  24-28.) 

Elder  Holmes  maintains  that  there  is  a  class  of  men  who  will 
never  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and  hence  their  final  condition 
must  be  one  of  endless  wretchedness.     To  sustain  this  position, 
he  quotes  several   passages  of  scripture,  which  declare  that  the 
wicked  and  unbelieving  shall  not  enter  or  inherit  the  kingdom  of 
heaven.    But  it  will  very  easily  be  seen  that  he  seeks  to  make 
more  of  these  scripture  declarations,  than  they  warrant  him.     What 
are  we  to  understand  when  the  Bible  says  wicked  men  shall  not  en- 
ter the  kingdom  of  God  ?    That  they  will  nei;er  attain  to  that  bless- 
ing ?    Not  at  all.     The  meaning  is  that  they  can  in  no  wise  enter 
the  kingdom  of  heaven,  while  they  remain  in  sin  and  unbelief// 
Not  a  word  in  the  scriptures  goes  farther  than  this.     The  moment 
they  forsake  sin,  abanaon  their  unbelief,  and  become  converted  to 
to  the  truth,  they  are  allowed  to  enter  and  enjoy  the  kingdom  of 
God — whether  in  this  world  or  the  next.     This  is  the  fundamental 
principle  of  the  gospel.    The  Elder  himself  believes  a  man  who 
IS  a  sinner,  may  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  on  repentance.     Let 
him  not  deny  it  here,  for  the  sake  of  gaining  a  point.     St.  Paul 
corroborates  the  view  I  have  taken.    **Know  ye  not  that  the  un- 
righteous shall  not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God  ?    Be  not  deceived ; 
neither  fornicators,  nor  idolaters,  nor  adulterers,  nor  effeminate, 
nor  abusers  of  themselves  with  mankind,  nor  thieves,  nor  covet- 
ous, nor  drunkards,  nor  revilers,  nor  extortioners,  shall  inherit  the 
kingdom  of  God.    And  SUCH  WERE  SOME  OF  YOU !    But  re 
are  washrd  ;  but  ye  are  sanctified;  but  ye  are  justified,  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  and  by  the  spirit  of  onr  God." — (1  Cor. 
vird— 11.)    This  shows  us  that  although  at  one  time,  men  may 
not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  kingdom  of  God,  owing  to  their  moral 
and  spiritual  unfitness,  yet  at  another  time,  the  same  individuals, 
having  turned  away|from  sin,  will  be  permitted  to  enter  and  parti- 
cipate in  the  enjoyments  of  that  kingdom.    This  principle  extends 
through  all  worlds — all  existencies.    It  directs  to  the  way  by 
which  men  can  enter  the  kingdom  of  God  here,  and  the  way  bj 
which  they  can  enter  that  kingdom  hereafter — for  remember  it  is 
the  same  kingdom  both  in  this  world  and  the  next.    Though  men 
may  be  so  long  blinded  by  sin  and  unbelief,  as  to  die  under  their 
influence,  yet  hereafter  they  will  still  have  the  privilege  of  enter- 
ing the  kingdom  of  heaven  on  the  same  terms — through  repentance 
and  faith.    This  is  the  rule  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  here,  it  wtU 
be  the  rule  of  the  same  kingdom  of  heaven  hereafter !    Does  my 
opponent  deny  this .'    Then  it  devolves  on  him  to  show  to  the 
contrary.    Let  him  point  to  the  passage  which  declares  if  a  ttiuB 
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does  not  enter  the  kingdom  of  God  at  one  particular  time,  he  can- 
not be  allowed  to  at  another  time.  Let  him  give  the  evidence 
that  the  principles  on  which  men  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  in 
the  world  to  come,  are  different  from  those  on  which  that  privi- 
lege is  granted  here.  The  Savior  accused  the  Jews  of  seeking  to 
$kut  the  kingdom  of  heaven  against  men  here ;  will  he  do  the  sam« 
himself  hereafter  ?  What  worse  is  it  to  shut  up  that  kingdom  in 
this  world,  than  it  would  be  in  the  next?  All  men  who  do  not 
from  any  cause,  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  in  this  world,  will, 
on  the  clearest  equitable  and  gospel  principles,  have  the  privilege 
of  doing  this,  in  the  life  to  come,  on  complying  with  the  stipula- 
ted terms.  That  they  will  in  time  avail  themselves  of  so  gracious 
a  privilege,  comply  with  the  conditions,  and  be  at  length  received 
into  the  kingdom  of  God,  is  the  clearest  deduction  of  reason  and 
analogy.  It  is  moreover  supported  by  many  declarations  of  the 
Bible,  especially  that  most  luminous  passage  in  which  Jesus  de- 
clares that  he  will  draw  ALL  MEI^  unto  him  ! — (John  xii.  32.) 

The  Sin  against  the  Holy  Ghoit,  (Matt.  xii.  31,  32,  and  Mark 
iii.  28,  29,)  is  a  portion  of  scripture  upon  which  Elder  Holmes  re* 
lies  for  support  of  the  affirmative  ot  this  question.     I  am  con- 
strained to  express  my  conviction  that  he  places  his  chief  depend- 
ence for  the  aid  this  passage  yields  his  doctrine,  more  upon  the 
ig/iorance  of  people  in  regard  to  it,  than  their  knowledge  of  its 
correct  import.    He  calls  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  *Hhe 
unpardonable  sin,"  by  which  a  false  impression  is  conveyed  of  its 
nature.     It  is  by  the  utterance  of  sucn  phrases — by  the  indul- 
gence of  absurd  conjectures,  and  groundless  and  unauthorized 
descriptions  of  this  sin — that  the  partialist  clergy  have  very  ef- 
fectually succeeded  in  darkening  the  public  mind  in  respect  to  its 
true  nature,  and  clothing  it  in  robes  so  black,  as  to  drive  multi- 
tudes to  insanity  and  suicide^  in  the  fear  that  they  have  fallen 
under  its  dread  anathema !     Yet  the  intelligent  portion  of  these 
clergymen  know  better  than  to  make  the  use  they  do  of  this  pas- 
sage of  scripture.    Their  own  minds  have  been  enlightened  in 
regard  to  its  genuine  intent.    Have  they  enlightened  the  minds 
of  their  hearers?    They  know  there  is  a  general  misimpression 
in  regard  to  the  nature  and  consequences  of  this  sin.     Have  they 
taken  pains  to  disabuse  the  public  mind  of  the  false  views  under 
which  it  has  so  long  labored  upon  this  matter  ?    When  was  a 
clergyman  of  a  limitarian  sect,  ever  known  to  preach  upon  the 
sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  without  falling  into  the  old  track  in 
which  his  benighted  predecessors  walked  centuries  agol    When 
has  one  ever  taken  the  pains  really  to  instruct  and  enlighten  his 
hearers  in  regard  to  this  subject  1    The  same  questions  may  be 
asked  respecting  several  other  disputed  passages  of  scripture.    In 
truth,  many  of  this  class  of  preachers  would  seem  to  be  laboring 
more  to  keep  their  people  from  the  light,  than  to  lead  them  ul^ 
itt  as  in  duty  boBodl 
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1.  What  is  the  SmagaiuAt  the  Holy  Ghoflt?  It  consisted  in  ascri- 
bing the  power  by  which  Jesus  performed  his  minclesy  to  an  imag- 
inary eril  spirit — to  Beilzelmb^  an  idol  which  the  heathen  Ekronitcs 
worshipped  as  **  the  pod  of  /Itet'*--4nstead  of  ascribing  it  to  God. 
That  tms  alone  constituted  that  sin,  is  the  opinion  of  all  commen- 
tators. Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says — ^*  The  unpardonable  «in»  as  some 
term  it*  is  neither  lesa  nor  more  than  ascribing  the  miracles  of 
Christ,  wrought  by  the  power  of  God,  to  the  spirit  of  the  deviP' 
— ^i.  e.,  to  the  idol  Beelzebub,  the  devil  of  the  Ekrooites.  Thus 
the  sin  was  peculiarly  a  Jewish  one.  It  was  also  a  noftoiuii  sin. 
It  was  committed  alone  by  those  in  whose  midst  Jesus  performed 
his  miracles.  No  other  people — no  other  individuals — have  com- 
mitted it,  or  can. 

2.  What  was  to  be  the  fate  of  those  Jews  who  committed  this 
sin  ?  Elder  Holmes  would  have  you  believe  the  guilt  of  this  of- 
fence will  never  be  remitted — that  no  forgiveness  ever  will  be  ex- 
tended to  them,  but  throughout  eternity  they  must  be  plunged  into 
unmiti^ted  torment.  The  passage,  however,  so  far  from  coun- 
tenancing an  idea  of  this  nature,  sifibrds  proof  directly  against  it. 
Matthew  says — ^*  Verily  I  say  unto  you  ALL  JiJANNER  of  sin 
and  blasphemy  shall  be  forriven  unto  men."  In  Luke  it  reads, 
**  Verily  t  sav  unto  you,  ALL  sins  shall  be  forgiven  unto  thesona 
of  men,  and  blasphemies  wherewith  soever  they  shall  blaspheme." 
Thiff  language  reveals  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  gospel, 
in  regard  to  forgiveness.  It  declares  that  all  manner  of  sin,  of 
whatsoev»'  name  or  nature — which  assuredly  includes  the  sin 
against  the  Holy  Ghost— -shall  be  forgiven  unto  men.  This  cor- 
responds with  the  declaration  of  St.  John — ^*  If  we  confess  our 
sins,  he  is  faithful  and  just  to  forgive  us  our  sins,  and  to  cleanse 
us  from  all  unrighteousness." — (1  John  i.  9.)  Not  that  they 
shall  be  saved  from  the  iust  punishment  of  sin ;  but  when  they 
allow  the  punishments  of  the  Divine  Government  to  bring  them 
to  ffennine  repenl<Mce  of  sin — to  turn  them  from  its  pra^ice  and 
its  iovtf,  into  the  paths  of  obedience  and  righteousness — then  the 
guilt  resting  upon  them  shall  be  removed,  and  they  shall  be  res- 
tored to  the  approbation  of  God,  and  the  enjoyments  of  virtue 
and  piety.  But  while  all  manner  of  sin  shall  thus  be  forgiven, 
there  was  one  kind  of  sin — ^this  national  sin  of  the  Jews,  of  as- 
cribing the  power  by  which  Christ  performed  his  miracles^  to 
Beelzebub,  instead  of  God — that  would  not  be  for^ven  for  a  long 

Sace  of  time,  viz.  **  neither  in  this  world,  [to  atoniy]  neither  in 
e  world  to  come,"  [to  mellonti.]  The  word  aioni  in  this  place, 
evidently  has  the  meaning  of  age  or  dispensation.  Dr.  A<km 
Clarke  remarks  in  regard  to  this  nhraseology—*' Though  I  fol- 
low the  common  translation,  vet  1  am  fully  saii^ed^  me  nieaji- 
ing  oi  the  worda  ia,  neither  in  thia  dispensation,  (viz.  theJstrmi,) 
J/U^kk  thai  wkiclii.  ^aa  tA  Qcsnit^  ^iiL  the  CBkiariAM.  lim 
HBttio  com$  IB  thecoiiBtaJiXiGitLtaMii)x>^^^kSBfta^>)i^ 
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in  the  Jewish  writers."  Thus  Dr.  Clarke  supports  the  position 
I  have  taken  on  this  subject,  and  flatly  contradicts  Elder  Holmes, 
and  all  others  who  insist  that  "  the  world  to  come,"  refers  to  an- 
other state  of  existence.  Had  the  Eider,  has  any  Methodist  cler- 
men,  ever  ?iven  the  people  who  look  to  them  for  instruction,  the 
views  of  their  own  Dr.  Clarke  on  this  subject  ?  Why  do  they 
withhold  such  information  from  them  ! 

But  Mark  says,  he  that  ^'  shall  blaspheme  against  the  Holy 
Ghost  hath  never  forgiveness."  Dr.  Clarke  assures  us  this  word 
"  never*'*  is  omitted  in  many  of  the  oldest  copies  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament He  mentions  ten  different  ancient  copies  where  it  is  not 
found.  Among  others  he  says  it  is  not  in  Bezae*s  New  Tes- 
tament, supposed  to  be  written  in  the  third  century,  or  only  about 
one  hundred  and  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  the  Apostles.  It 
b  also  omitted  in  a  copy  by  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  Alexandria, 
who  lived  about  two  hundred  years  after  St.  John.  But  allow- 
ing the  word  *'  never,"  to  be  genuine,  it  is  not  a  true  rendering  of 
the  original  Greek.  The  more  proper  translation  of  *^eis  ton  aic^ 
no,"  is,  hath  not  forgiveness  to  the  age.  The  word  "nevw"  is  fre- 
quently used  in  the  scriptures  in  a  limited  sense.  "  The  fire  shall 
ever  be  burning  upon  the  altar  It  shall  never  go  out." — (Lev. 
vi.  13.)  Yet  the  fire  on  the  Jewish  altar  of  sacrifice,  expired 
ages  since.  To  David  it  was  said — "Now  therefore,  the  sword 
•Kali  never  depart  from  thy  house." — (2  Sam.  xii.  10.)  The 
sword  departea  from  the  house  of  David  thousands  of  years  ago. 
The  word  "  never" — aiona — in  these  and  many  other  instances  sig- 
nifies an  indtfinitey  but  not  an  endless  period  of  time. 

^  In  Mark,  the  passage  under  consideration,  concludess  by  ad- 
ding— "But  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damnation" — {fiioniou  kriseos 
— age-lasting  condemnation.]  Dr.  Clarke  renders  it,  "everlas- 
ting judgment."  He  says  that  several  ancient  manuscript  copies 
of  the  New  Testament,  nave  it— "shall  be  in  danger  of  everlas- 
ting [age-lasting]  sin  or  trespass.^ 

The  meaning  of  the  whole  passage  is  evidently  this:  That 
the  sin  of  attributing  Christ's  miracles  to  the  i)ower  of  Beelzebub, 
is  one  in  which  the  Jewish  people  would  be  involved  for  a  long 
period  of  lime — that  from  generation  to  generation,  they  would 
cling  to  the  falsehood  with  the  utmost  pertinacity — that  during 
the  remainder  of  the  Jewish  age,  its  blindness  would  be  upon 
them ;  and  that  in  the  Christian  dispensation,  as  a  nation  they 
would  still  insist  that  Jesus  was  an  impostor,  and  God  was  not 
with  him  in  any  of  his  great  and  marvellous  works.  While  in- 
volved in  this  sin  and  clinging  to  it,  they  could  not  be  forgiven, 
either  under  the  Jewish  or  Christian  era,  but  must  suffer  the  pun- 
ishment due  their  unbelief.  But  this  is  no  evidence  that  Jews 
will  not,  in  process  of  time,  be  brought  to  see  their  stubborn  folly 
— repent  of  their  sins,  turn  to  Christ,  and  embrace  his  gospel. 
When  that  time  comes — either  in  this  world  or  the  next — when. 
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punishmeat  has  accomplished  its  work  on  that  mysterious  peo- 
ple, and  due  repentance  has  brought  them  to  the  foot  of  the  cross 
— then  their  blindness  will  be  forgiven  them,  and  they  will  be 
received  by  Christ  into  his  kingdom,  and  become  heirs  of  all  its 
promises.  That  such  a  blessed  era  will  yet  dawn  on  the  descend- 
ants of  Abraham,  is  clearly  foretold  by  St.  Paul — "I  would, 
brethren,  that  ye  should  not  be  ignorant  of  this  mystery,  [an  ig- 
norance in  which  my  opponent  and  his  school  seem  still  involved,] 
lest  ye  should  be  wise  m  your  own  conceits,  that  blindness  in  part, 
is  happened  to  Israel^  until  the  fulness  of  the  Gentiles  be  come 
in.  And  so  all  Israel  shall  be  saved,  as  it  is  written:  There 
shall  come  out  of  Zion  a  Deliverer,  and  shall  turn  away  ungod- 
liness from  Jacob.  For  this  is  my  covenant  unto  them  when  I 
shall  take  away  their  sins." — (Rom.  xi.  25-27.)  We  will  now 
advance  to  the  consideration  of  other  passages  of  scripture,  which 
my  opponent  has  introduced  in  support  of  tne  affirmative. 

Hel>.  vi.  4--6  — "  It  is  impossible  for  those  who  were  once  en- 
lightened, and  have  tasted  of  the  heavenly  gift,     •     •     ♦     •    • 
if  they  shall  fall  away,  to  renew  them  again  unto  repentance ; 
seeing  they  crucify  to  themselves  the  Son  of  God  iifresh,  and  put 
him  to  an  open  shame."    In  insisting  tbis  passage  teaches  that 
those  who  fall  into  sin,  after  once  having  been  converted  to  God, 
can  never  be  renewed  a^in,  the  Elder  denies  one  of  the  distio- 
guisbing  traits  of  the  religion  of  the  Methodists.     Their  system 
teaches  that  men  who  *'  fall  from  grace,'^  can  be  renewed  again. 
And  surely  they  have  had  experience  enough  in  this  matter,  to 
test  it  thoroughly.    Their  Confession  of  Faith,  lays  down  the  fol- 
lowing rule  : — **  Wherefore,  the  grant  of  repentance  is  not  to  be 
denied  to  such  as  fall  into  sin  after  justification.     After  we  have 
received  the  Holy  Ghost,  we  may  depart  from  grace  given,  and 
fall  into  sin,  and  by  the  grace  of  God,  rise  again  and  amend  our 
lives."    The  class  referred  to  by  the  passage  under  consideration, 
affords  a  case  precisely  in  point  to  the  words  of  the  Methodist 
Discipline.     They  were  not  sceptics,  infidels,  scoffers  of  religion, 
and  rejecters  of  Christianity ;  but  were  those  who  professed  the 
Christian  religion,   but  had  in  an   evil  moment,  given  way  to 
temptation,  and  fallen  into  sin.     In  insisting  that  they  cannot  be 
renewed,  the  Elder  violates  his  Confession  of  Faith,  and  lays  him- 
self open  to  the  charge  of  heresjff    The  Confession  of  Faith  is 
correct  on  this  point.     St  Paul  evidently  did  not  design  to  convey 
the  idea  of  the  literal  impossibility  ox  renewing  those  who  had 
fallen  away  from  the  path  of  christian  rectitude.     The  Greek 
word  rendered  "  impossible,"  is  adunatoii,  which  signifies  weak- 
ness, infirmity,  and  sometimes  impossibility.     But  in  the  latter 
case,  it  is  evidently  not  understood  in  a  strictly  IHeral  sense. 
Christ  said  to  his  disciples — **  Nothing  shall  be  impossible  {adu- 
na  teseC]  unto  you."— (Matt.  xvii.  20.)     The  Savi6r  could  not 
have  intended  to  use  this  word  in  its  full  and  literal  import    S(^ 


ill  lh«  ptan^  befoce  us.  To-  coBAtrue  *<  impotsibU^'*  in  iu  na4 
•Ad  extfeme  sease,  wouid  do  vioience  to  reason,  analogj,  and  toe 
entire  current  of  the  Bible.  That  the  most  wickeacait  be  re* 
formed — that  it  is  an  erent  wtthin  the  reach  of  God*s  grace  and 
power*  cannot  admit  of  a  rational  doubt  The  Savior  declares,  in 
reference  to  a  similar  case,  the  supposed  impossibility  of  a  rich 
man  beir^  sa^ed  :  ''  With  God  aU  tUing$  are  POSSIELB  !  !'*-« 
<&^ti  xix.  2€.)  At  most  we  should  understand  the  iapgua^e  o< 
St.  Paul  as  asserting  that  it  is  muck  more  difficuU  to  renew  ojie 
^ho  baa  fallen  «WAy  fK>m  tight  and  knowledge,  than  to-  bning 
ihow^  to  repentance  who  ImmI  never  made  any  prolession  of  re<* 
ligwn. 

2  These,  i.  6^10. — **  Seeii^g  it  is  a  rigliteous  thing  wiih  God  to  re- 
oompease  iFibulatioa  to  then^  t^  trouble  you.  And  to  you  who 
are  troubled,  rest  with  us,  when  the  Lord  Jesus  shall  be  revealed 
ffx>m  heaven,  with  his  mighty  angels»  in  flaminf  &i^  taking  ven« 
geance  on  them  that  know  not  God*  aAd  that  obey  not  the  gospel 
of  our  L^ord  Jesus  Christy  who  shall  be  punished  with  everlasting 
destruction  from  the  presence  of  thie  Lord,  and  from  the  glory  of 
his  powerJ^  My  friend  applies  this  passage  wholly  to  th»  scenes 
of  another  world.  But  there  could  not  w«li  be  a  more  m^ked 
perversion  of  scripture. 

].  Who  were  those  that  were  troubled?  They  wece  the  Chri^ 
lian  coavects  in  the  city  of  Thessalonica,  to  wilom  the  two  episp 
ties  to  the  Thessalonians  were  addressed.  2.  Who  were  toi^ 
troublers?  They  w^e  the  Jewish  residents  in  that  city.  3y 
consulting  the  17th  cluster  of  Acts,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  at- 
tempts of  Sl  Paul  to  establish  the  gospel  at  Thessalonica,  were 
fl^ost  bitterly  opposed  by  the  Jews.  In  fact,  the  chief  onpositiafi 
to  the  gospel  every  where  in  that  age,  originated  with  ti^e  Jews. 
3.  What  was  the  punishment  denounced  by  the  Apostle,  upon 
these  persecuting  Jews  ?  They  were  to  be  **  punished  with  ever- 
lasting destruction,  [plcthron  aiftMonfl  from  the  presence  of  the 
<Lord«  and  from  the  glory  of  his  power."  It  is  only  from  an  igno^ 
ranci  of  the  terras  the  Apostle  used*  that  this  language  <»ui  be 
sqpposed  to  snpport  the  doctrMie  of  endless  woe.  It  has  alueadjr 
been  shown  toat  aiofUon  has  the  signification  of  indefiniit  time, 
more  or  less  protracted  in  duration,  in  accordance  with  the  native 
of  the  subject  with  which  it  is  connected,  in  this  instance,  tbeire 
can  be  no  better  construction  of  ahnion^  than  ag^loUing.  Thie 
word  **oMirim^**  translated  lifslnMitton,  signifies  pain,  sufieting, 
of  any  description.  That  the  scripture  writere  did  not  denote  bf 
ibis  word  the  endiees  torinsent  of  the  soul,  is  evident  from  im 
manner  they  used  it. — '*  To  deUver  such  a  one  anto  Satan,  Ltbe 
^versary^]  for  the  deatniotion  [olethron]  of  the  fleeb,  that  te 
apirit  may  be  saved  in  the  day  of  the  Lord.*' — (1  Cor.  ▼.  6.)  Ill 
acripuire  phiaseoloigy  '*  destruction'*  usuaUy  denoMw  a< 
^nmehflAent,  hut  not  BtComiition.tom  whifih  d^Mik^ai 
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tion,  as  my  opposer  would  bare  you  belieTe.  The  Bible  epeake 
of  restoring  and  saving  those  who  are  destroyed,  A  few  exam- 
ples will  clearly  establish  this  fact :  "  O  Israel,  thou  hast  du- 
troyed  thyself;  but  in  me  is  thy  kelp.^* — (Hosea  xiii.  9.)  «  Then 
they  cry  unto  the  Lord  in  their  trouble,  and  he  eaveth  them  out 
of  their  distresses.  He  sent  his  word  and  healed  them,  and  de- 
livered them  from  their  destructions." — (Ps.  cvii.  19,  20.)  <<Thoa 
tumest  man  to  destruction ;  and  sayest,  Return  ye  children  of 
men.** — (Ps.  xc.  3.) 

4.  **From  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  and  from  the  glory  of  his 
power.*^ — One  part  of  the  punishment  of  these  persecuting  Jews, 
was  to  be  removed  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord.  Elder  Holmes 
construes  this  declaration  literalltf,  and  insists  that  *'f  rom  the  pres- 
ence of  the  Lord,"  signifies  being  banished  literally  from  God's  pres- 
enee,  to  realms  of  everlasting  darkness  and  woe.  But  surely 
those  possessing  the  least  discernment,  must  discover  the  absurdity 
6f  such  a  thonght.  God's  presence  fills  all  space.  "Whither  shall 
I  go  frem  thy  spirit  ?  or  whither  shall  I  flee  from  thy  presence  ?  If 
I  ascend  up  into  heaven,  thou  art  there.  If  I  make  my  bed  In 
HELL,  [Heb.  Sheol^Gretk,  Hades,']  behold  thou  art  there." — (Ps. 
cxxxiz.  7, 8.)  If  my  friend  insists  this  punishment  is  from  the  pres* 
ence  of  the  Lord,  then  it  cannot  be  in  the  hell  of  which  he  preaches 
BO  much.  For  God's  presence  is  there.  As  the  punishment  can* 
not  be  in  hell,  will  he  inform  us  where  it  is  experienced .'  It 
will  be  evident  to  all  reflecting  minds,  that  the  phrase  *'the  pres- 
ence of  the  Lord  and  the  glory  of  his  power,*'  has  a  peculiar  and 
local  signification.  An  acquaintance  with  Jewish  customs  and 
scripture  terms,  will  afibrd  all  needed  light  on  this  point.  The 
Jews  believed  Crod  was  peculiarly  present  in  his  Temple  at  Jeru- 
salem, and  that  he  manifested  his  presence  in  the  light  of  the  holy 
shekina,  which  glowed  above  the  mercy-seat  between  the  wings  of 
the  cherubim.  Here  (jrod  promised  to  meet  the  High  Priest  and 
commune  with  him. — ( See  Ex.  xxv.  22. )  Going  into  the  temple  was 
considered  entering  the  presence  of  the  Lord.  **Let  us  come  before 
his  pRESfNCK  with  thanksgiving." — (Ps.  xcv.  2.)  •*Serve  the  Lord 
with  gladness;  come  before  his  prksence  with  singine.** — (Ps. 
c.  2.)  Croing  from  any  particular  locality  where  God  had  neld  spe- 
cial communion  with  men,  is  denominated  in  scripture  phraseology, 
departing  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord.  After  God  had  met  C^in 
and  pronounced  his  judgments  upon  him  for  the  murder  of  his 
brother,  it  is  said — "And  Cain  went  out  from  the  prkskkcx  of  the 
Lord,  and  dwelt  in  the  land  of  Nod.**— (Gen.  iv.  16.)  <*But  Jonah 
rose  up  to  flee  unto  Tarshish  from  the  presknce  of  the  Lord.  * 
*  *  *  The  men  [mariners]  knew  that  he  fled  from  the >Rxs- 
XNCE  of  the  Lord,  because  he  had  told  them.'* — (Jonah  i.  8.^10.) 
The  phrase  *  ^presence  of  the  Lord,'*  as  used  in  the  passage  iiiiier 
consideration,  should  evidently  be  understood  in  accoirdmed  with 
"^liMge  in  the  exami^les  I  have  cited.    Those  Jetlrs  irte'^^Milit- 
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led**  and  persecuted  the  Christian  converts  at  that  time,  would  be 
banished  from  Jerusalem,  and  from  the  holy  temple  where  God's 
presence  was  beljeved  to  be  manifested  in  a  peculiar  manner  to 
his  chosen  people. 

5.  When  was  this  aionion  [ag:e-lasting]  punishment,  this  banish- 
ment from  the  presence  of  the  fx)rJ,  to  take  place  ?  The  Apostle 
declared  it  was  to  be  **  when  the  Lord  Jesus  should  be  revealed 
from  heaven  with  his  mighty  angels,"  etc.  When  was  this  to  take 
place  ?  Let  the  Savior  himself  answer.  "  The  Son  of  man  shall 
come  in  the  glory  of  his  Father,  with  his  angels ;  and  then  shall 
he  reward  every  man  according  to  his  works.  Verijy  I  gay  unto 
you,  there  be  some  standing  here  which  shall  not  taste  of  death,  till 
they  SEE  the  Son  of  man  coming  in  his  kingdom.** — (Malt.  xvi.  27, 
28.)  "  When  they  persecute  you  in  this  city,  flee  ye  into  another. 
For  verily  I  say  unto  you,  ye  shall  not  have  gone  over  the  cities 
of  Israel,  till  the  Son  of  man  be  come.** — (Matt.  x.  23.)  In  refer- 
ence to  his  coming  with  his  holy  angels,  the  Savior  exclaims 

**  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  this  generation  shall  not  pass,  till  all 
these  things  be  fulfilled.^' — (Matt.  zxiv.  34.)  If  we  can  receive 
the  express  declarations  of  Christ,  we  are  compelled  to  believe  that 
his  coming  with  his  holy  angels,  [which  was  unquestionably  a 
spirilual  coming,]  was  in  that  generation,  soon  after  the  epistles 
to  the  Thessalonians  were  written.  Drs.  Gill,  Adam  Clarke, 
Pearce,  Cappe,  Hammond,  Knatchbull,and  a  host  of  other  com- 
mentators, all  unite  in  asserting  the  spiritual  coming  of  Christ  du- 
ring the  Apostolic  age,  to  abrogate  the  Levitical  dispensation,  de- 
stroy the  Jewish  worship,  temple,  city  and  nation,  and  establish 
Christianitv  on  a  firm  basis.  Then  it  was  that  those  who  **troub' 
led**  the  followers  of  Christ,  were  banished  from  God*s  presences! 
the  temple — and  carried  far  away,  and  scattered  among  all  nations, 
where  they  remain  enduring  their  age-lasting  punishment,  to  the 
present  day. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  Jews  to  whom  the  passage  under  consid- 
eration was  addressed,  were  not  residents  of  Jerusalem  or  Judea, 
but  of  Thessalonica.  Very  true — but  let  it  be  remembered  the  Jew- 
ish residents  in  that  city,  and  throughout-the  Roman  empire,  were 
involved  in  the  same  overthrow,  and  carried  into  the  same  captiv- 
ity, and  subjected  to  the  same  punishments,  as  their  brethren  in  Je- 
rusalem and  Judea.  The  view  I  have  taken  of  this  passage  is  ful- 
ly corroborated  by  Dr.  Hammond  and  other  commentators. 

Elder  Holmes  introduces  a  class  of  passages  where  the  word 
«*  hell**  occurs.  He  says  that  the  punishment  of  the  wicked  in  hell, 
is  their  LAST  state  ! !  I  must  beg  to  differ  from  my  friend  on  this 
point.  Does  either  of  the  passages  he  has  quoted,  assert  that  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  in  hell  is  their  last  estate  ?  No.  He 
cannot  find  a  passage  in  the  scriptures  which  declares  that  hell  it- 
selif,  is  to  endure  forever.  On  the  contrary,  the  Bible  expressly 
says  that  hell  shall  be  DESTROYED— •«  0  grave  [Hcb.  sheol-^r. 
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hadis]  I  will  be  tby  deftrtidtVm."— (Hoeea  xiii.  14.)  li^sit  the  i 
word  sheolr—ftades — occura,  which  in  several  of  the  p«t«Qges  the 
Elder  quotes,  is  translated  •*hell."  This  declares  emphaticallj, 
that  hell  shall  be  destroyed.  "  Death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the 
lake  of  fire" — i.e.,  were  destroyed. — (Rer.  xx.  14.)  How  can  bell 
be  the  "  last  state'*  of  any  class  of  men  when  it  is  to  be  destroyed  7 

The  word  *'Helt*  is  translated  from  Sheol^  in  the  Hebrtw,  and 
Hades  and  Gehenna,  in  the  Greek.  1  he  two.  first  were  used  an- 
ciently to  signify  an  invisible  tcorldy  which  was  formerly  supposed 
to  exist  in  the  centre  of  the  earth,  and  whither  it  was  thought  in 
early  ages,  the  souls  of  all  men,  both  good  and  bad,  went  at  death. 
These  words  were  frequently  used  to  signify  simply  the  grave. 
Sometimes  also  they  were  used  in  ^figurative  sense — denoting  a 
condition  of  darknesL,  anxiety  and  wretchedness,  in  this  world. 
OeAenna,  is  compounded  of  two  words — GiHinnom^  or  the  valley 
of  the  son  of  Hinnom.  It  wai|  situated  near  Jerusalem,  and  was 
desecrated  to  the  vilest  of  purposes.  It  was  the  place  of  the  exe- 
cution of  criminals  by  stoning  and  burning  to  death.  Fires  were 
also  kept  burning  there  perpetually,  to  consume  the  ofial  of  the 
city.  Professor  Stuart  says  of  this  valley  of  Gehenna — "Perpet- 
ual fires  were  kept  up  in  order  to  consume  the  ofial  which  was  de- 
posited there.  And  as  the  same  offiil  would  breed  tcorms,  hence 
came  the  expression,  ^*  where  their  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is 
not  quenchea.'^  This  Gehenna  was  a  place  of  great  dread  to  the 
Jews.  In  some  passages  in  the  New  Testament,  where  it  is  trans- 
lated Ae^/,  it  means  punishment  literally  administered  in  that  yalley. 
In  other  instances,  it  is  used  in  ayZg-uro/tvesense,  as  descriptive  of 
the  punishments  inflicted  on  the  Jews.  I  will  notice  a  few  pas- 
sages the  Elder  has  introduced  under  this  head. 

Ps.  ix.  17. — **  The  wicked  shall  be  turned  into  hell,  (sheol,)  and 
all  the  nations  that  forget  God  !  !**  Sheol  here  is  used  in  a  figura- 
tive sense,  denoting  pam  and  wretchedness.  The  meaning  of  the 
Psalmist  evidently  is,  that  the  wicked,  whether  individuals  or  na- 
tions, shall  most  assuredly  receive  a  iust  punishment  for  their  uns. 
But  not  a  word  is  said  in  regard  to  the  length  of  time  that  punish- 
ment shall  continue. 

Matt,  ixiii.  33. — "  Ye  serpents,  ye  generation  of  vipers,  bow  can 
ye  escape  the  damnation  of  hell  ?^*^kriseo$  tes  gtennes — the  con*- 
demnation  of  Gehenna.]  Ye  wicked  Jews,  how  can  ye  expect  to 
escape  the  sore  punishment  which  is  impending  over  yoor  devoted 
citT  and  nation  ?  ^ 

Mark  ix.  43.—"  If  thy  hand  offend  thee,  cut  it  olT.  It  is  belter 
for  thee  to  enter  into  life  maimed,  than  having  two  hands  to  go  into 
hell,  [geennan'l  into  the  fire  that  never  shall  be  quenched ;  w|i«na. 
their  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quencheo.*'  Yon  had  (oU 
ter  part  with  the  most  valuable  pjosseasions  or  enjoyments  jTOtt^^ye,^ 
and  enter  into  the  spiritual  life  imparted  by  the  ff09|Ml«  a|i4  %efj% 
from  the  terrible  commotion  soon  to  transpire  in  Jiid^,  thin Jt||i|im^ 
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to  tbeoEU  aod  beooioe  inrolrej  io  the  Gehenna  orerthrpw  and  pnn- 
ishinent  which  ia  soon  to  come  upon  the  doomed  Jewish  nation. 
This  is  the  plain  meaning  of  this  greatly  misunderstood  passage. 
Dr.  Clarke  says,  the  words  •*  fire  that  never  shall  be  quenched,"' 
are  not  to  be  found  in  sixteen  or  seventeen  of  the  ancient  copies  ol 
the  New  Testament ;  and  that  some  eminent  critics  believe  these 
words  to  have  been  (spuriously  added  by  some  copyist.  As  to  the 
meaning  of  the  words  *'  where  their  worm  dieth  not  and  the  fire  ia 
not  quenched,"  I  have  above  given  the  explanation  of  Proiesspr 
Stuart. 

Matt.  X.  28. — "  Fear  not  them  which  kill  the  body,  but  are  not 
able  to  kill  the  soul ;  but  rather  fear  him  which  ia  able  to  destroy 
(apolesai)  both  soul  and  body  in  hell." — iGeenne.l  The  object 
of  this  language  which  Jesus  addressed  to  his  disciples,  was  to 
inspire  them  with  courage  and  confidence,  in  the  midst  of  the  per* 
lis  oy  which  they  would  be  surrounded  iu  proclaiming  his  gospel. 
He  would  have  them  entertain  no  fear  of  any  injury  men  could 
inflict  upon  them.  The  most  they  could  do  would  l>e  to  kill  the 
body.  Farther  than  this  they  could  not  go.  There  was  but  one 
being  who  could  inflict  a  permanent  injury  upon  them  and  that 
was  God.  He  could  destroy  [annihilate]  both  soul  and  body  ia 
the  midst  of  the  dreadful  fires  of  the  valley  of  Gehenna.  But  be- 
cause God  has  the  powtr  to  annihilate  man,  it  is  no  rational  evi« 
dence  that  he  will  do  so.  John  the  Baptist  said  to  the  Pbariseea. 
**  God  is  ABL£  of  these  stones  to  raise  up  children  to  Abraham/' 
— (Matt.  iii.  9.)  But  he  did  not  express  any  belief  that  God  would 
do  a  work  of  that  description.  Jehovah  is  able  to  sink  all  men, 
and  the  whole  Universe,  into  utter  annihilation  at  a  single  wordi 
but  who  apprehends  he  will  speak  such  a  word! 

The  **  fallen  angels,"  (JudeG,)  have  been  introduced  by  my  op» 

Eonent.  I  am  surprised  he  should  quote  that  passage  for  the  use 
e  has.  Does  he  believe  there  was  once  actually  a  WAR  in 
heaven  ? — That  the  angels  in  the  abodes  of  infinite  beatitude,  re- 
ally had  a  fight,  and  that  a  part  of  them  were  defeated  and  thrust 
out  into  darKness.  If  there  has  been  such  a  war  in  heaven 
heretofore,  there  may  be  again.  And  if  those  who  dwelt  there 
at  one  time,  were  cast  out,  who  knows  but  my  friend  and  others 
of  his  school,  if  they  should  ever  be  so  fortunate  as  to  arrive  in 
heaven,  may  in  some  future  agO)  engage  in  a  war  there  and  ia 
like  manner,  Id^e  the  field  and  be  thrown  over  the  battlements 
into  hell !  Is  it  not  remarkable  that  men  possessing  ordinary  in- 
telligence, should  cling  to  these  old  heatnen  notions,  amid  the 
light  of  the  present  age ! !  The  Elder  declares  these  an^ls  fell 
from  heaven!  I  deny  this  We  have  no  knowledge  that  they 
fell  at  all,  from  any  place.  The  account  simply  declares  they 
'*  left  their  habitation."  It  says  nothing  of  heaven,  or  of  an^ 
war  ever  having  been  there.    The»e  angels  were  ''reserved  la 
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ereriasting  laJdioisI  chains,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day." 
That  this  condition  of  captivity  and  darkness  was  not  to  he  un- 
ending, is  CTident  from  the  fact  that  they  were  resenred  only  un- 
til the  judgment  of  the  great  day,  when  their  chains  would  he 
taken  off.  The  word  "  angel "  [agg^ous]  signifies  a  messenger 
of  any  description,  whether  celestial  or  human.  The  aneels  who 
left  tneir  first  estate,  were  unfaithful  or  apostate  earthly  mes- 
sengers of  God.  The  **  great  day"  to  which  they  were  reserved 
for  judgment,  was  the  day,  or  time,  when  the  Jewish  nation 
was  driven  from  their  temple,  city  and  country,  and  entered  up- 
on that  aionton  chastisement,  which  has  continued  to  our  own 
age. 

Mr.  Holmes  has  several  times  quoted  in  support  of  endless  pun- 
ishment, the  well  known  passage  in  Mark  xvi.  16. — «•  He  that 
helieveth  and  is  haptized,  shall  be  saved ;  but  he  that  believeth  not 
shall  be  damned,"    This  language  when  properly  understood  yields 
not  the  slightest  support  to  that  sentiment.     1 .  What  is  the  fact, 
the  belief  of  which  brings  salvation,  and  the  rejection  of  which 
leads  to  damnation  ?    The  answer  to  this  enquiry  can  be  found  by 
quoting  the  preceding  verse. — **Go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and 
preach  the  GOSPEL  to  every  creature.     He  that  believeth  [what  ? 
Ans.  the  Gospel"}  shall  be  saved  :  but  he  that  believeth  not  [the 
fosvel}  shall  be  damned*' — Ikatakritkesetai — condemned.]   2.  What 
18  the  Gospel,  which  is  to  be  thus  believed  ?    Let  St.  Paul  answer. 
— "  The  scripture,  foreseeing  that  God  would  justify  the  heathen 
through  faith,  preached  before  the  GOSPEL  unto  Abraham,  saying. 
In  thee  shall  aJl  nations  be  blessed.     •     •    •    •    Now  to  Abra- 
ham, and  his  seed  were  the  promises  made.    He  saith  not,    And 
to  seeds,  as  of  many  ;  but  as  of  one.     And  to  thy  seed,  which  is 
Christ.*»--(Gala.  iii.  8-16.)     This  doctrine  that  in  Christ,  the  seed 
of  Abraham,  all  nations — all  men --shall  be  bles.sed,  constitutM 
the  Gospel  which  is  to  be  preached  in  all  the  world !     Not  that 
Christ  will  simply  try  to  bless  all  men — or  only  offer  to  bless  all — 
but  that  he  will  succeed  in  his  heavenly  mission — in  him  all  na- 
tions  **  SHALL  be  blessed  ! "    3.  He  that  believeth  this  gospd 
of  Universal  blessedness  through  Christ,  •*  shall  be  saved** — saved 
from  unbelief,  alination  of  heart,  and  the  wretchedness  which  thea* 
things  entail  upon  men.     He  that  believeth  not  this  goffpel,  **  shall 
he  condemned" — condemned  to  the  darkness,  the  despair,  the  hor- 
rors, the  dreadful  uncertainties,  which  beset  all  who  put  the  glo- 
rious light  of  this  gospel  from  them,  and  continue  to  grope  in  tht 
mists  and  shadows  of  the  doctrines  of  men  1 

John  iii.  36. — **  He  that  believeth  on  the  Son  hath  [in  the  pres- 
ent world]  everlasting  life ;  and  he  that  believeth  not  tbs  Boh 
shall  not  see  life;  but  the  wralh,  [punishment]  of  Goduhldeth  lom 
him."  He  that  believes  not,  shall  not  see  lUetohilehs  opnlMler 
in  hia  unbelief.    But  whenever  he  repents  and  twfieftS,  wh^QliF 
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in  thU  world  or  the  next,  his  panishment  ceases,  and  be  vfill  be  al- 
towed  to  $ee  or  enjoy  life* 

In  his  eleventh  argument.  Elder  Holmes  has  given  us  a  long 
dissertation  on  traditions  respecting  the  flood,  etc.f  He  reasons 
that  because  the  traditions  in  regard  to  the  flood  ^ew  out  of  an 
event  that  actual Iv  took  place,  therefore  the  traditions  among  the 
heathen  that  endless  punishment  was  revealed  by  their  gods,  is  a 
proNof  that  such  a  revelation  must  have  been  made  by  the  true  God. 
Thi«i  attempt  to  prove  the  truth  of  eternal  woe  by  tradition^  is  ex- 
ceedingly consistent.  It  exhibits  about  the  degree  of  intelligence 
we  should  naturally  expect  from  those  who  will  volunteer  to  sup- 
port such  a  sentiment  before  the  public  in  this  day.  It  must  have 
great  weight  with  an  enlightened  community,  who  of  course  will 
throw  aside  the  dictates  of  their  common  sense,  and  the  teachings 
of  the  scriptures,  and  the  light  and  knowledge  which  now  prevails, 
to  receive  sentiments  which  come  so  higfuy  recommended.  Es- 
pecially is  it  an  argument  which  will  receive  the  unqualified  admi- 
ration of  certain  elderly  spinsters  and  venerable  ladies,  who  of  all 
things,  most  fear  to  doubt  the  teachings  of  tradition  !  !  The  Cath- 
olics too,  will  yield  it  their  unbounded  admiration.  Nothing  is 
more  implicitly  depended  upon  for  the  upholding  of  their  senti- 
ments, than  the  high  decisions  of  tradition  !  But  unfortunately 
for  these  enlightened  advocates  of  tradition,  it  happens  to  be  pre- 
cisely the  kind  of  evidence  of  the  truth  of  doctrines,  which  the 
Savior,  and  the  Apostles  condemn  in  the  most  pointed  terms. — 
•*  Well  hath  Esaias  prophesied  of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is  written, 
this  people  honoreth  me  with  their  lips,  but  their  heart  is  far  from 
me.  Howbeit  in  vain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for  doctrines 
the  commandments  of  men.  For  laying  aside  the  commandment  of 
God,  ye  hold  the  TRADITION  of  men !!  "—(Mark  vii.  6-8.) 
**  Beware,  lest  any  man  spoil  you  through  philosophy  and  vain 
deceit,  after  the  TRADITION  of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the 
world,  and  not  after  Christ." — (Colos.  ii.  8.) 

The  Elder,  however,  is  mistaken  in  some  of  his  facts  in  this 
traditionary  argument.  The  heathen  do  not  claim  that  the  doc« 
trine  of  infernal  punishment  was  revealed  even  from  their  gods. 
They  tell  us  very  honestly,  that  they  invented  it,  at  an  early  age. 
Moreover  they  inform  us  why  they  invented  it,  viz  :  to  keep  the 
Ignorant  portion  of  their  population  in  some  restraint,  through  the 
sheer  influence  of  fear  !  This  doctrine  once  having  been  invented 
and  proclaimed  by  artful  priests,  whose  influence  at  that  era,  was 
unlimited,  we  can  easily  perceive  how  readily  it  could  be  made  a 
■«  ■  » 

*The  p«rabl«  of  the  Rich  Man  and  Laaeariit,  I  haT«  already  noticed. — See  p.  628. 
Al«o  ^  Dectnictton  without  remedy." — Prov.  xxix.  1. — See  p.  481.  Also  **  if  tr* 
mxkyHi^ix^\J^i^Mw^klBeoertlMiv9ithtkuB^^  Seep. 
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iiubject  of  i^eral  WUef,  aniLaKeTwarA»  bMemtt  m  mitjjy-ef  InMt^ 
tion  i  Mr.  Holmes  says  the  Jews  atwayt  Ml^va^  i«  Uie  dcN^tiiqe 
of  EndUss  PunisbmeiU.  Tb^s  is  a  barefaced  a^nrnp^/oii,  witjioat 
one  particle  of  truth.  I  i&\y  it,  most  positively.  I  chf^ltg^^nf 
irieikd  to  producp  the  slightest  evident  that  U^e^ci#Qt  iewa^  ti 
the  days  of  their  purity,  whea  blessed  with  the  instructioM  el 
patriarchs  and  prophets,  erer  believed  that  seulisiept.  H^  ineisli 
It  waa  revealed  to  Enoch  and  Noah  and  iha  other  paldaivhi^ 
What  evidence  does  he  o&r !  Simpjiy  the  ^t^ter^fmn  of  David 
Holmes — nothixig  more !  The  effort  to  force  dus  Uk^ig^ta^  ot 
Enoch  (Jude  14«  15,)  into  the  support  oi  etecnal  a^ojf,  wheee  bt 
sioiply  asserts  that  God  will  puoisn  and  *'  coi^vince:"  Reform)  tht 
wicked,  would  be  laughable  in  the  extreme,  were  it  not  a  eeiiopm 
matter  to  see  a  professed  prea/;her  of  the  gospel,  delibeateij  dta^ 
tort  God*8  sacred  word,  to  build  up  a  theory  so  wicked  aad  b)a»r 
phcmous  as  endless  woe.  If  the  Creator  revealed  that  dQetrioe  to 
the  patriarchs  or  prophets  of  old,  why  have  we  not  some  tecofd 
Oif  w  fact  in  the  Old  Testameut?  Not  a  word  in  favor  of  fwch 
a  seniiment  was  ever  ut(ere<l  by  the  ancient  a^rvanta  of  God ;  and 
yet  a  modern  Methodist  Elder  guesses  it  must  have  bean  revetted 
to  them,  because  the  heathen  generally*  he  aaserts,  believed  it  w«i 
revealed  by  their  false  gods.  Does  my  friend  imaeioe  the  pnhUe 
are  so  hood- winked  by  superstition,  so  blind  and  slofidr  as  W 
build  their  faith  on  his  suess-worJc?  The  Elder  haa  ooce  declared 
that  Universalism  was  lound  among  the  heathen.  How  did  the^ 
obtain  that  doctrine  ?  It  nupt  hav«;  been  by  tradiium.  All  tndi* 
tion  in  regard  to  reb'gion,  he  ^ays,  can  be  traced  to  some  commQa 
origin — some  revelation  from  God  to  man.  Hence  rniTfrnnliiwi 
m.ust  have  been  oririnally  revealed  from  God,  on  my  friend's  owa 
theory!  Come,  Elder,  it  is  a  pQor  rule  that  wUlnot  work^oCft 
ioaffs.  You  must  acknowledge  that  if  the  prevalence  of  endless 
punishment  among  the  heathen,  is  evidence  that  it  was  oDftnally 
revealed  from  God,  th^n  the  fact  whieif  you  aa3ert,  tha4Ujiiv?rBai 
Salvation  was  believed  by  heathen,  is  proof  equally  ^^atrong  of  its 
divine  ori^ia. 

Mr.  Holmes  in  his  ninth  speech  challenges  me  to  ahoyr  thataay 
such  system  •of  doctrines  as  Uiat  which  I  advocate,  was  heUevvd  in 
the  ancient  chrii*tian  church  previous  to  the  da^'s  of  Lather^  This 
is  a  tacit  admittal  that  such  a  system  did  prevail  at  or  near  tha,tiiaf 
of  Luther — some  three  hundred  >]ears  ago«  Yet  he  haa  not  fv^ 
whenever  the  slightest  opportunity  o&red,  to  reiterate  Matthair 
Smith's  senseless  twaddle,  th^t  Universahem  waa  the  worjk^  « 
man  still  living,  (Rev.  Hosea  Ballon,)  and  declares  it  is  composed 
of  the  odds  and  endQ  of  ancient  Gnostic  and  other  henwiea»  alsang 
together  by  its  modem  author.  Universalism  coodaiasiot  m^^fsifi 
feature  of  ancient  heceay»  and  incorporalea  none.of  mdopMiMMil 
the  Gnostics,  but  those  portions  of  their  sentiments  which  they  flli» 
tained  from  the  New  Testament.     Indeed,  in  the  early  sges  qt^tkB 
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Christian  era,  eminent  belierers  in  Universal  Salvation,  were  sent 
out  by  the  orthodox  party,  to  preach  against  the  Gnostics,  and  oth- 
er heretics.  History  attests  that  the  doctrine  of  the  final  salvation 
of  the  entire  race  of  man,  was  believed  for  ages,  by  many  of  the 
most  eminent  of  the  early  Christian  Fathers.  The  attempt  to  dis- 
tort and  conceal  this  fact,  on  the  part  of  ^Uder  Holmes,  shows  him 
to  be  either  profoundly  ignorant  of  ecclesiastical  history,  or  delib- 
trately  attempting  to  deceive  the  public. 

My  opponent  asserts  that  the  Sibylline  Oracles  were  not  writ« 
ten  by  professing  Christians,  but  that  they  existed  long  before  the 
days  of  Christ.     He  says  there  is  no  evidence  that  ancient  Chris- 
tians cither  wrote,  believed,  or  in  any  way  became  responsible  for 
the  theological  tenets  inculcated  in  these  books.*    I  am  astonished  at 
these  declarations.     They  show  a  want  of  information  which  I  was 
not  prepared  to  find  even  in  my  friend.    That  there  were  Sibylline 
Oracles  extant  among  the  heathen,  previous  to  the  advent  of  Christ, 
is  a  well  known  fact,  which  I  have  not  thought  of  denying.     Bat 
that  that  particular  collection  of  **  Sibylline  Oracles,"  which  fore- 
told the  advent  of  Christ,  etc,,  was  written  before  the  christian 
era,  is  a  declaration  made  in  the  face  of  all  history.     These  were 
forged  oracles,  written  by  some  fanatical  and  weak  minded  chris- 
tians, under  the  pretence  that  they  were  found  among  the  ancient 
**  Sibylline  Oracles."    The  authors  of  these  forgeries  supposed  they 
could  in  this  manner  convert  the  heathen  to  Christianity.     That 
they  were  written  since  the  christian  era,  is  a  well  established  fact. 
Cave  thinks  soms  of  then)  were  written  A.  D.  130,  and  the  remain- 
der about  A.  D.  190.     Du  Pin  datt's  them  about  the  year  160. 
Lardner  believes  they  were  written  A.  D.  169,  or  190.     That  these 
forged   **  Oracles"  were  composed  by   professing   christians,  is 
a  ifact  equally   well  established.      Dr.  Jortin   says   they   were 
written  by  Christians,  and  as   proof  shows  that  they  abound 
with  quotations  of  word9,   passages  and  facts  taken  from  the 
New  Testamsnt.    How  could  they  contain  quotations  from  the 
New  Testamsnt,  if  they  were  not  written  after  the  days  of  Christ  1 
Mosheim  gives  his  testimony  that  these  ^*Oracles"  were  written  by 
professing  christians.     Mr.  Holmes  says  thsy  were  never  beiieved 
by  christians.    This  is  a  great  mistake      They  were  believed  and 
quotai  as  genuine,  by  Justin  Martyr,  Athenagoras,  Theopbilus  of 
Antioch,  and  other  eminent  Christian  Fathers.     Althoqgh  these 
•*  Sibylline  Oracles"  were  forged  for  a  foolish  purpose,  yet  we  can 
obtain  from  them  a  good  idea  of  the  doctrines  which  prevailed  in 
the  christian  church  at  that  early  da^. 

I  o.nil  reference  to  mmy  points  in  Mr.  Holmes*  last  speech,  to 
which  I  was  anxious  to  call  attention, and  proceed  to  introduce  my 
eighteenth  Negative  Argument.  Endless  Punishment  desirous  the 
peace  of  those  who  believe  it,  and  who  strive  to  realize  it.     Fortu- 
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nateir  for  their  happiness,  there  are  some  professed  believers  in 
that  aoctrine,  so  constituted  that  they  can  keep  it  at  a  distance,  and 
will  not  look  it  fairly  in  the  face.     But  it  is  not  so  with  all.     Ev- 
ery sincere  and  real  believer  in  eternal  Wretchedness,  who  is  a  can- 
did  man,  will  acknowled^  that  when  he  reflects  upon  it,  his  peace 
of  mind  is  destroyed.     How  can  it  t>e  otherwise  ?     Patting  aside 
entirely  the  peril  in  which  ha  must  ever  feel  that  he  is  involved, 
when  he  ritws  the  condition  of  others,  how  can  he  find  peace? 
When  parents  look  upon  their  children,  and  children  upon  their 
parents,  and  reflect  on  the  danger  that  threatens  them,  and  the  sep- 
aration that  may  soon  and  forever  take  place  between  them,  how 
can  they  be  happy  ?    How  can  any  man  possessing  a  heart  of  flesh, 
who  believes  tnis  doctrine,  enjoy  life  at  any  time  ?    When  he  meets 
his  neighbors,  his  associates,  his  friends,  and  thinks  they  may 
all  sink  to  endless  darkness  and  woe,  what  horror  must  thrill 
his  frams.    Yet  I  have  frequently  seen  bdievers^  yea  preachers 
of  this  doctrine,  really  smile — yea,  even  LAUGH  oughtright  and 
heartily,  in  the  presence  of  those  who,  according  to  their  belief, 
were  going  straight  down  to  an  endless  hell ! !  1    Where  were 
their  hearts  ? 

Some  of  the  most  able  preachers  of  endless  woe,  have  acknowl- 
edged that  it  destroyed  their  happiness.  Hear  what  the  eloquent 
French  Hugenot  preacher  Saurin  says  on  this  subject :  *M  sink !  I 
sink !  under  the  awful  weight  of  my  subject !  I  declare,  when  I  see 
my  friends,  my  relations,  the  people  of  my  charge,  this  whole  con- 
gregation :  when  I  think  that  I,  that  you,  that  we  are  all  threaten- 
ed  with  these  torments,  when  1  see  in  the  lukewarmness  of  my  de- 
votions, in  the  languor  of  my  love,  in  the  levity  of  my  resolutions 
and  designs,  the  least  evidence,  though  it  be  only  presumptive,  of 
mv  future  misery,  yet  I  find  in  the  thought,  a  mortal  poison,  which 
diffuseth  itself  into  every  period  of  my  life — rendering  society  tire- 
some, nourishment  insipid,  pleasure  disgAtful,  and  life  itscffvL  cruel 
BHTER.  I  cease  to  wonder  that  the/ear  ofheU  hath  made  some  mad, 
[insane,]  and  others  melancholly." 

Hear  Dr.  Barnes,  of  Philadelphia,  one  of  the  most  eminent  Er^ 
angelical  Clergymen  in  the  United  States.  He  says — «  That  the 
immortal  mind  should  be  allowed  to  jeopard  its  infinite  welfare, 
and  that  trifles  should  be  allowed  to  draw  it  away  horn  God,  add 
virtue,  and  heaven — that  any  should  suffbr  FOREVJSR! — lingerinff 
on  in  hopeless  despair,  and  rolling  amidst  infinite  torments  withoat 
the  possibility  of  alleviation  and  without  end — that  since  God  ant 
save  men,  and  will  save  a  part,  he  has  not  purposed  to  save  a//— ^ 
[Eider  Holmes  admits  he  has  purposed  to  save  all,  but  declares  ha 
will  be  defeatedl-^that  on  the  supposition  that  the  atonement  ii 
ample,  and  that  tbe  blood  of  Christ  can  cleanse  from  all  aitd  every 
ain,  it  is  not  in  fact  applied  to  all — that,  in  a  w<Nrd|  a  God  Who 
elaims  to  be  worthy  the  confidence  of  the  universe,  and  to  he  «-Be« 
ing  ot  Infinite  Benevolence,  should  make  such  a  world  aa  tikli — 
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Fall  of  sinners  and  sufferers — and  that  when  an  atonement  had  been 
made,  he  did  not  save  all  the  race,  and  put  an  end  to  sin  and  woe 
forever.  •^  •  •  •  •  j  have  read  to  some  extent,  what  wise 
iTiil  gooJ  men  [of  the  orthodox  school]  have  written.  I  have  look- 
ed at  their  theories  and  explanations.  I  have  endeavored  to  wei;^h 
:heir  arguments — for  my  whole  soul  oanf5  for  LIGHT  and  REIJEF 
3n  these  questions.  But  I  get  neither  f  And  in  the  distress  and 
inguish  of  my  own  spirit,  I  confess  that  I  see  no  light  whatever  f 
I  see  not  one  ray  to  disclose  to  me  the  reason  why  sin  came  into 
the  world  ;  why  the  earth  is  strewed  with  the  dying  and  the  dead, 
Bmd  why  man  mast  suffer  to  all  eternity  !  I  have  never  seen  a  par- 
ticle of  light  thrown  on  these  subjects  that  has  given  a  moment*s 
ease  to  my  tbrtured  mind!/  Nor  have  I  an  explanation  to  offer, 
or  a  thought  to  suggest,  which  would  je  of  relief  to  you.  I  trust 
other  men — as  they  profess  to  do — understand  this,  better  than  I 
^o^  and  that  they  have  not  the  anwish  of  spirit  which  I  have. 
But  I  confess,  when  I  look  on  a  world  of  sinners  and  of  sufferers ; 
upon  death-beds  and  grave-yards ;  upon  the  world  of  woe  filled 
with  hosts  to  suffer  forever !  when  I  see  my  friends,  my  parents, 
my  family,  my  people,  my  fellow-citizens — when  I  look  upon  a 
whole  race,  all  involved  in  this  sin  and  danger,  and  when  I  see  the 
great  mass  of  them  wholly  unconcerned — and  when  I  feel  that  God 
can  only  save  them,  and  yet  he  does  not  do  it — I  am  struck  dumb. 
It  is  all  dark — dark— DARK,  to  my  soul,  and  I  cannot  disguise  it !" 
— {Barnes'  Practical  Sermons,  pp.  123-125.) 

This  is  the  effect  the  doctrine  of  endless  suffering  has  upon  the 
mind  of  Dr.  Barnes.  Why  is  the  poor  man  involved  in  all  these 
doubts,  and  orverwhelmed  in  this  aarkness  ?  Because  he  has  not 
yet  got  a  glimpse  of  the  li^ht  of  truth  in  regard  to  the  destiny  of 
man  \  Let  him  abandon  his  false  theory — let  him  see  and  believe 
that  God  has  not  put  in  **  kopardy  "  the  final  welfare  of  a  soul  of 
of  men,  but  that  through  ail  the  vicissitudes  of  this  life — through 
the  light  and  darkness — the  enjoyment  and  suffering  of  earthly  be* 
ing--ne  is  leading  all,  to  final  deliverance,  to  holiness  and  heaven 
— and  all  his  gloom  would  depart — his  darkness  would  disappear, 
and  he  would  be  enabled  to  **  rejoice  with  joy  unspeakable  and 
full  of  glory  I  !♦• 

I  might  read  pages  showing  the  unhappy  effects  a  belief  in  cease- 
less agony  exerts  on  the  mind,  but  my  time  has  expired.  Think 
you  the  doctrine  which  produces  so  much  wretchedness  of  heart  in 
those  who  receive  it,  forms  any  part  of  that  gospel  which  was  de« 
clared  by  the  angels,  to  be  *'  good  tidings  of  great  joy  to  oil  peo« 
pie  V* — [TuTM  expired. 
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Gent,  Moderators,  and  respected  Atulitars: — HaviDg  quoted  mi- 
ny  passages  of  scripture  bearing  oq  the  subject  of  future  ponisik- 
ment,  in  which  the  Greek  word  *'  aioh'^  occurs  in  some  one  of  its 
forms,  it  seems  proper  that  I  should  bestow  acme  attention  upoi 
the  philology,  signification  and  scriptural  use.  of  thia  term,  and 
its  adjective  form  "oiontof." 

The  proposition  I  lay  down  and  intend  to  support  in  this,  my 
seventeenth  argument,  is,  that  the  proper,  or  primary  munmatical 
meaning  of  the  Greek  words  translated  eternal,  eTerXaating,  for- 
ever and  ever,  is  duration  without  end. 

Mr.  Austin  has  anticipated  me  some  somewhat  in  this,  having 
already  given  you  an  extended  essay  on  the  same  subject.  In 
commencing  his  argument  on  this  point,  he  remarked  that  he  did  not 
expect  it  to  be  understood  or  appreciated  by  the  audience,  bat  he 
placed  it  in  the  discussion,  that  the  reader  mi^ht  refer  to  it  in  the 
printed  form,  and  read  and  understand  it  at  his  leisure,  or  words 
to  this  efi*ect.  To  this  I  reply,  when  the  reader  shall  have  finish- 
ed Mr.  Austin^s  essay  on  ^'^aion^^'^  and  ^^aionios^'^''  he  will  consult  hit 
own  interest,  as  well  as  aid  his  mind  in  obtaining  a  proper  view 
•of  the  subject  in  all  its  bearings,  by  turning  over  a  few  pages  to 
my  argument  on  the  same  wordjs,  and  giving  it  a  deliberate  and 
thorough  perusal.  I  hope,  however,  to  make  myself  pretty  well 
understood  by  this  audience.  And  to  avoid  confusion  by  embra- 
cing too  many  things  in  the  same  view,  I  will  first  direct  atten- 
tion to  the 

PHILOLOGY  AND  SIGNIFICATION  OF  THESE  WORDS. 

1.  AUm  and  aionios^  the  first  a  noun,  and  the  second  the  ad- 
jective form  of  the  same  word,  are  compounded  of  aei  and  on. 
The  first  of  these  signifies  *^ alufays,'^  or  "ever,-"  the  second  "6e- 
tng."  in  their  compounded  form  we  have  aiow,  or  aionoisy  "al- 
ways being."  The  parts  of  which  these  words  are  composed,  do, 
in  their  separate  and  individual  state^  convey  the  idea  of  duration 
without  limitation.  Thus,  "  aei"  is  from  a  and  eo,  **  to  be."  The 
primary  meaning  is  "  always^^^  or  "  ever."  It  has  subordinate  and 
accommodated  meanings,  but  the  true,  essential,  and  first  mean- 
ing, as  given  by  Parkhurst,  is  **  always ;"  by  l)onnegan  •*  p^x^ 
petnally :"  expressing  in  eitber  case  the  idea  of  duration,  without 
any  prefix  of  limitation.  So  also,  ^'•on,^''  which  signifies  "bein^,'^ 
or  existence,  without  any  intimation  of  limitation  or  terminatioA 
of  existence.  That  this  is  the  primary  signification  of  *^0fi,'^i8 
confirmed  by  the  fact  that  it  is  employed  by  the  Septoagint  la 
translating  the  Hebrew  of  £xodus  lii.  14,  where  God  says.  "I 
am  that  1  am."  Also,  in  Revelation  iv.  8,  "  Holy,  holy,  holj* 
Lord  Goi  Almighty,  which  was,  and  »,  [on]  and  is  to  eome^i** 
In  both  these  places  it  is  used  to  express  the  idea  of  ahsolutewl 
uoderived  exisleuce.    \ti  \^%^t^  \o  \Vi^  ^«aaaj^<&  v^ai  Exodus^  Clarke 
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BajTs,  '*  it  seeniB  intended  to  point  out  the  eternity  and  self'exit' 
fence  of  God."  Now,  as  aei  and  on^  the  components  of  aion^  do, 
in  their  uncompounded  state,  convey  the  proper  idea  of  duration, 
and  of  existence  in  duration  without  restriction  or  limitation,  it 
follows  as  an  irresistible  corollary,  that  the  same  ideas  must  be 
expressed,  if  possible,  with  increased  emphasis  and  certitude,  by 
the  word  aion^  compounded  of  these  two.  This  remark  will  be 
found  to  be  justified  in  the  course  of  this  investigation,  by  the  de- 
cisions of  the  best  critics,  and  the  established  usage  of  tne  word. 
Aionios  being  the  adjective  form,  the  above  remarks  apply  to  it 
with  the  same  force  as  to  axon. 

2.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  lexicons,  Greek, 
Latin  and  English. 

I>onnegan  makes  aitm  and  aionioe  signify,  '*  a  long  period  of 
time,  eternity,  long  duration,  eternal,  lasting,  perpetual,"  with 
«ome  other  accommodated  and  subordinate  meanings. 

Parkhurst  defines  aionios — 1.  *^  Eternal,  having  neither  begin- 
ning nor  end,"  and  refers  to  Rom.  xvi.  26,  Heb.  ix.  14,  as  exam- 
ples. 2.  **  Eternal,  without  end."  3.  *^  Duration  equal  with  the 
wodd."  He  makes  aion  to  mean — 1,  eternity,  whether  past  or 
to  come^  2d,  the  duration  of  this  world — 3d,  the  ages  of  the  world. 

Pickering  makes  the  sense,  *^  indefinite  duration,  everlasting." 
He  says  the  verb  ^^aionizo^  signifies,  **  to  make  lasting,  perpetu- 
ate, to  etemtze.^^ 

Schluesner  says,  '^aion  answers  to  the  Hebrew  word  olanif 
whose  various  meanings  it  takes.  1.  Eternity,  the  whole  dura- 
tion, whether  it  be  without  beginning  or  end.  Of  duration  with- 
out end,  it  is  used  in  imitation  of  the  Hebrew  olam,  in  Matt.  vi. 
13,  *  be  glory  forever.'  2.  Every  thing  which  is  without  end, 
especially  what  will  come  to  pass  after  this  life,  and  the  end  of 
the  world.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  used  in  all  those  places  in 
the  New  Testament  where  the  words  eternal  fire,  eternal  judg- 
ment, eternal  condemnation,  eternal  punishment,  &c.,  occur,  for, 
by  such  expressions,  the  perpetual  punishment  of  crimes,  which 
the  wicked  sufier  after  this  life,  their  future  uninterrupted  misera- 
ble state,  is  pointed  out ;  and  &o  the  phrases  of  an  opposite  kind, 
eternal  habitations,  eternal  life,  &c.,  tne  state  and  condition  of  the 
constant  happiness  of  the  pious,  is  pointed  out." 

In  translating  the  words  ^^aioii'^  and  *^  aionios^''''  the  Latin  lexi- 
cographers and  other  standard  anthors,  employ  arum^  atumiiasj 
aiurnuSj  sempiturnus,  perennis,  and  other  words  of  like  import. 
These  Latin  words  signify  duration  without  end,  endless,  perpet- 
ual, lasting,  everlasting,  never  failing,  uninterrupted,  and  so  on. 
Besides  this,  it  is  well  known  that  the  English  terms  here  named, 
which  are  employed  to  give  the  signification  of  both  the  Greek 
and  Latin  above  referred  to,  have,  as  their  established  2iud  primary 
signification,  perpetual  duration,  or  being  without  end.  The  first 
and  radical  idea  of  the  Hebrew  olcmt  and  the  Greek  aion,  as  ex- 
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I»rea8ed  by  the  Latin  miumv$,  and  the  English  itemity^  is  that 
of  infinite  duration  ^  all  other  meanings  are  subordinate  and  ae- 
commodated. 

3.  That  aioH  and  aumios  primarily  si^ify  eternity,  I  argue 
from  the  jyroof  furnished  by  ancient  versions  of  the  scriptures. 
1.  The  Septuagint.     Kitto  says  this  version  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment '^  is  ttie  most  ancient  extant  in  any  language,"  and  Home 
says,  **  it  was  executed  longr  before  the  Messiah,  and  was  the 
means  of  preparing  the  world  at  laree  for  his  aj^pearance.*^    In 
this  ancient  Greek  version,  (he  worcT  under  coasiaeration  is  uni- 
formly employed  to  express  the  idea  of  unending  duration,  or  un- 
limited existence.     It  ia|^used  to  designate  the  eternity  of  God. 
Hence  in  Gen.  xxi.  33,  where  Abraham  is  said  to  have  eaUed  oa 
the  name  of  *'  the  everlasting  God,"  the  Hebrew  olam  is  transla- 
ted by  aionios — the  theos  aionfot,  ^^  ever-existing  €rod.**     So  also 
Dent,  xxxiii.  27,  ^*  The  eternal  God  is  thy  refuse,  and  underneath 
lire  the  everlasting  arms."     Aionios  is  used  also  in  reference  to 
the  mountains  and  hills  of  this  world,  to  mark  their  existence  as 
co^extensive  with  that  of  the  world  itself.     It  is  likewise  applied 
to  Jewish  institutions  and  statutes,  to  show  them  of  binding  obli- 
gation during  the  continuance  of  the  Mosaic  economy.    These 
latter,  however,  are  examples  of  its  use  in  an  accommodated 
sense.     2.  The  Vulgate.    This  is  the  most  ancient  Latin  version 
of  the  scriptures,  made  partly  from  the  Septuagint  and  partly  from 
the  original  Hebrew,     it  owes  its  origin  to  the  labors  of  Jerome, 
who  flourished  in  the  fourth  century.    In  regard  to  this,  Home 
remarks,  **  Though  neither  inspired  nor  infallible,  yet  it  is  allows 
ed  to  be,  in  general,  a  faithful  translation,  and  is  by  no  means  to 
be  neglected  by  the  Biblical  critic."     In  reeard  to  the  use  and 
meanmg  of  the  words  under  consideration,  the  Vulgate  is  an  tiff> 
exceptionable  witness.    And  we  have  the  authority  of  the  Vul- 
gate to  sustain  our  position,  that  these  terms  primarily  signify 
unlimited  duration.      Where  the  Septuagint  translates  the  He- 
brew hj  aion  or  aionios,  the  Vulgate  uses  a  Latin  word  of  coi^ 
responding  signification.    Thus  in  Gen.  xxi.  33,  where  the  Sep- 
tua^nt  has  theos  aionios,  the  Vulgate  has  Dei  mtemi.    In  Deut. 
xxxiv.  27,  the  Vulgate  has  ^^'semT^uma  braehia,*^  literally,  the  end- 
less arms.     So  also  Isaiah  xl.  28,  we  have  ^^  Dtus  sempitumus  Do* 
minus,**  **  God  the  eternal  Jehovah."    To  these  many  other  exam- 
ples might  be  added.     3.  Clarke  appeals  to  the  Syriac,  Persic, 
and  Chaldee,  as  sustaining  the  Septuagint.     In  Exodus  iii.  14^ 
where  the  Septuagint  uses  on  in  the  passage,  "I  am  that  I  am,^ 
he  gives  the  sense  of  the  Ambic  to  be,  ^^  the  Eternal,  who  passes 
not  away." 

4.  We  still  farther  anpie  this  proposition  from  the  testimony  of 
distinguished  and  most  learned  writers  and  commentators,  ancient 
and  modem,  philosophers  and  Christians,  who  in  their  writings 
hftd  no  refeTei&ctt  to  Uaivet«aliam,  and  cannot  be  Buspeetadcpf  any 
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thing  like  prejadioe.  Higher  and  better  authority  for  the  mean- 
ing of  Greek  terms  need  not  be  sought,  than  Plato  and  Aristotle. 
And  it  is  well  known,  they  make  aion  and  aionios  express  the 
full  and  proper  idea  of  eternity.  The  former  in  the  Phsdon,  dis- 
coursing on  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  describes  the  pious  as 
entering  into  the  future  state,  and  spending  (panaiofiion^)  a  whole 
eternity  with  the  gods,  and  the  latter  says,  (De  Celo  lib.  1,  chap. 
9,)  that  aion  is  compounded  of  aei  and  on,  and  signifies,  always 
*being.  We  have  already  seen  that  the  Septuagint  uses  aionios 
to  translate  the  Hebrew  olam,  and  the  Vulgate  employs  eturnus 
and  sempiturnus  almost  constantly,  to  express  the  meaning  of 
olam  and  aion.  By  the  ancient  lAtin  writers,  aion  is  translated 
mvum  and  atumUas:  and  aionio$  cttwmus^  eternity.  Sully  trans- 
lates aion  by  eturnitas  ]  Athanasias^  Jerome,  Hillary  and  Am- 
brosst  render  aionios,  stumus.    Chrysostom,  speaking  of  tbe 

?unishment  which  is  qualified  by  aion,  says,  ^*  it  is  a  punishment 
rom  which  they  escape  not.*^    Theopholact  declares,  '*  it  is  not 
to  be  remitted  here  or  elsewhere,  but  to  be  endured  both  here  and 
elsewhere."    The  language  of  Cyprian  is,  "  guilty  of  an  eternal 
sin,  never  to  be  blotted  out."     He  translates  aionios  by  aetumus. 
Jerome,  in  his  commentary  on  Matt.  xxv.  41,  remarks,  '*Let  the  pru- 
dent reader  attend  to  the  uict  that  the  punishments  are  eternal,  and 
the  life  perpetual,  that  he  may  thus  escape  the  danger  of  ruin." 
Iren»us  says,  .*<  the  fire  is  exiernd,  which  my  Father  has  pre- 
pared for  the  Devil  and  his  angels.'*    In  another  place  he   8ays» 
**  punishment  is  not  only  temporal  but  eternal."    Hedericus  and 
Sch re velius  define  aton  and  aioniot  by  Latin  words  whose  literal 
signification  is,  eternity.    To  the  above  authorities  we  add  Clem- 
ens Romanus,  Barnebus,  Justin  Martyr,  Theophilus,  and  Polycarp, 
the  disciple  of  St  John,  all  of  whom  use  similar  language.     Clem- 
ens Romanus  remarks  as  follows :    **  If  we  do  not  the  will  of 
Christ,  nothing  will  deliver  us  from  eternal  punishment*'    These 
testimonies  cover  the  history  of  the   primitive  Church  for  about 
four  centuries,  running  back  into  the  personal  history  of  St.  John» 
besides  other  periods  of  the  Churches  histoiy.     And  yet  the  re- 
nowned author  of  the  *'  Ancient  History  of  Universalism^*^  saya, 
*^  Augustine  (415)  was  the  first  writer  who  asserted  that  the  Greek 
work  aion,  and  its  derivatives,  meant  endless  duration."    What  shall 
we  think  of  an  author  who  will  publish  statements  so  void  of 
truth,  or  of  a  cause  which  needs  such  support  ? 

As  to  modern  commentators,  it  would  require  a  half  hour  to  pro* 
nounce  the  nantes  of  those  who  have  distinguished  themsdves 
in  Biblical  literature,  and  have  sustained  my  views  of  aion  and 
aionios.  I  will  mention  only  two  or  three  for  whom  Mr.  Austin 
himself  will  acknowledge  a  friendship. 

1.  Dr.  Paley,  claimed  by  Mr.  Austm  as  a  Universalist.  Paley 
has  generally,  been  deemed  unsound  on  some  points  (not  funda- 
mental) of  Christian  doctrine,  though)  Mr.  Austin  is  tbs  first  man  I 


730  HOLMEB*   ELEVBKTH  SPEECH 

have  ever  known,  call  in  question  his  views  of  fatare  retribution. 
I  am  happy,  however,  that  (  am  able  to  corre<*t  the  gentleman,  and 
relieve  my  own  mind  from  doubt,  by  reference,to  the  published  wri- 
tings of  Paley  himself.    If  my  friend  Mr.  Austin  will  turn  to 
Paley's  sermons  on  "This  life   a  probation** — "Terrors  of  the 
Lord  " — »•  Preservation  and  recovery  from  sin ;"   he   will  have 
abundant  evidence  of  his  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  future  hell, 
the  eternity  of  future  punishment,  and  by  consequence,  of  the  un- 
limited signification  otaion  and  aionios.    Take  the  following  as  a* 
specimen  :  **  Let  the  bold  and  presumptions  sinner  hear  this  text 
with  fear  and  trembling.     •    •    •    •    Let  him,  T  say,  be  given  to 
understand  what  he  has  to  look  for:  he  that  doeth  evil  shall  come 
to  the  resurrection  of  damnation ;  this  is  absolute,  final  and  pe- 
remptory."— (Serm. — John  v.  29.) 

2.  Prof.  Tholuck.  Mr.  Austin  has  taken  much  pains  to  make  it 
appear  that  Tholuck  is  a  Universalist.  He  certainlv  can  have  no 
ODjection  that  the  distinguished  author  should  speak  for  himself. 
In  bis  exposition  of  Romans  and  of  St.  John's  gospel,  he  uniform- 
ly explains  aionios  to  mean  eternal ,  as  any  one  may  see  by  con- 
sulting his  comment  on  John  iii.  15, 16,  and  Rom.  v.  20,  21,  where 
he  makes  the  zoi  aionim  mewi  the  *^ final  issue^**  in  which  "  the 
whole  work  "  of  salvation  *'is  consummated.**  In  reference  to  the 
future  perdition  of  the  sinner,  as  qualified  by  aton,  he  remarks 
as  follows:  "  Although  God  has  an  infinity  of  methods  of  effect- 
ing the  sinner,  as  many  as  the  sun  has  rays,  (Rom.  xi.  32,  33,) 
still  men  can  always  resist ;  and  Matt.  xii.  32,  expressly  declares 
that  there  will  be  those  who  will  be  forever  unsusceptible  of  the 
spirit  and  of  forgiveness.  Indeed  ,^this  passage,  more  than  any  other 
may  show  that  some  will  be  eternally  hardened.^* — (German  Selec- 
tions.   Page  216.) 

3.  We  introduce  one  authority  more,  and  though  he  is  a  Meth- 
odist, Mr.  Austin  cannot  complain,  since  he  has  already  endorsed 
him  as  worthy  of  credit,  by  quoting  him  repeatedly  during  the 
discussion.    I  refer  to  Dr.  Clarke.     His  liberality  is  proverbial,  and 
as  a  critic  on  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  text,  his  competency  cannot  be 
questioned.     In  his  comment  on  (Jen.  xxi.  23,  Clarke  savs :  "  The 
everlasting  God  ** — el  oiam,  Jehovah,  the  strong  God,  the  eternal 
One.    This  is  the  first  place  in  the  scripture,  in  which  Uam  occurs 
as  an  attribute  of  Grod,  and  here  it  is  evidently  designed  to  point 
out  his  utmost  duration  ;  that  it  can  mean  no  limited  time,  is  self 
evident,  because  nothing  of  this  kind  can  be  attributed  to  God. 
From  this  application  of  the  words,  we  learn  that  olam  and  ahn 
originallv  signified  eternal,  or  duration  without  end.     Olam  signi- 
fies he  was  hidden,  concealed,  or  kept  secret,  and  aion,  according 
to  Aristotle,  is  compounded  of  aei,  always,  and  on,  being—**    •    • 
No  words  can  more  forcibly  express  the  grand  characterhitic  of 
eternity  than  these.    It  is  that  duration  which  is  eoncdiiM,  htddeii^ 
or  iM^aicret  frcfm  n\\  creaX^l  b«\ti^%— which  is  always  «xiiHl^. 
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Still  running  on,  bat  nerer  running  out ;  one  interminable,  inces- 
sant, and  immeasurable  duration 

"  [n  all  languages,  words  have,  in  process  of  time,  demted  from 
the*r  original  acceptations,  and  become  accommodated  to  particular 
purposes.  This  has  happened  both  to  the  Hebrew  olam,  and  the 
Greek  aion.  They  have  been  both  used  to  ex  press  a  limited  time,  but 
in  general  a  time  the  limits  of  which  are  unknown,  and  thus  a  point- 
ed reference  to  the  original  ideal  meaning  is  still  kept  up.  Those  who 
bring  any  of  these  terms,  in  an  accommodated  sense,  to  favor  a  partic- 
ular doctrine,  &c.,  must  depend  on  the  good  graces  of  their  opponents 
for  |>ermi6sion  to  use  them  in  this  way  For  as  the  real  grammatical 
meaning:  of  both  words  is  eternal,  and  all  other  meanings  are  only 
accommodated  ones,  sound  criticism  in  all  matters  of  dispute  con- 
ceiningthe  import  of  a  word  or  term,  must  have  recourse  to  the 
grammatical  meaning.and  its  use  among  the  earliest  and  most  correct 
writers  in  the  language,  and  will  determine  all  accommodated  mean^ 
ings  by  this  alone.  Now  the  first  and  best  writers  in  both  langua* 
ge^,  apply  olam  and  aion  to  express  eternul,  in  the  proper  meaning 
of  that  word."  In  his  comment  on  Matt.  xxv.  46,  **  And  tbeM 
^shall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishment,"  be  remarks,  *'  some 
are  of  opinion  that  this  punishment  shall  have  an  end ;  this  is  as 
likely  as  that  the  glory  of  the  righteous  shall  have  an  end;  for  the 
same  word  is  used  to  express  the  duration  of  the  punishment,  ko' 
lasin  aionion^  as  is  used  to  express  the  duration  of  the  state  of  glo- 
ry :  zoen  aionion.  I  have  seen  the  best  things  that  have  been  writ- 
ten in  the  favor  of  the  tinal  redemption  of  damned  spirits;  but  I  never 
saw  an  answer  to  the  argument  a*2;ain5t  that  doctrine  drawn  from 
this  verse,  but  what  sound  learning  and  criticism  should  be 
ashamed  to  acknowledge.  The  original  word  aion^  is  certainly  to 
be  taken  here,  in  its  proper  grammatical  sense,  continual  being, 
never  ending^ 

5.  Another  point,  and  one  not  unworthy  of  notice,  is,  that  if 
these  Greek  terms  do  not  primarily  signify  eternity,  the  Greek  lan- 
guage, which  was  carried  to  a  greater  height  of  perfection  than 
any  other  language  under  Heaven,  Ihis  no  word  adapted  to  convey 
this  idea.  Does  this  look  likely  ?  Is  it  likely  that  a  people  who 
believed  in  the  eternity  of  matter,  should  have  no  words  in  that 
language  to  express  that  eternity,  without  torturing  them  from  their 
original  meaning  ?  Is  it  likely  that  the  lan«;uage  employed  by  the 
famous  Seventy,  who  by  the  command  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus, 
engaged  in  the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  scriptures,  possessed,  nev, 
crtheless,  no  word  adequate  to  express  the  signification  of  those 
Hebrew  terma  in  which  God  had  revealed  to  the  Jews  the  eterni- 
ty of  his  existence,  attributes  and  government  ?  Is  it  likely  the 
Apostles  under  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  would  e»nploy  a 
language  so  incompetent  to  the  purposes  they  had  in  view?  Ii| 
setting  forth  the  eternity  of  God,  and  his  changeless  attribotes  and 
nature,  and  the  unending  glory  which  awaits  God's  v^vk^'^^^v^'^^ 
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house  »•  not  made  with  hands,  eternal  in  Ibe  heaTens,**  would 
they  use  terms  which  convey  no  just  conception  of  those  subjects, 
only  by  an  unnatural  an.l  forced  construction  put  upon  them  ?— 
Finally,  is  it  a  fact,  that  we  hare  no  evidence  by  revelation,  of  the 
eternity  of  God.  his  attributes  and  government,  and  the  endless 
state  oJF  felicity  he  has  prepared  for  his  people,  except  what  is 
found  in  the  improper,  forced,  and  accommodated  use  of  words? 
Such  must  be  the  case,  if  aion^  and  aionios  do  not  primarily  and 
grammatically  express  the  idea  of  endless  being.  If  anv  one  is  silly 
enough  to  believe  this,  his  case  may  be  commiserated,  but  it  is 
useless  to  ply  him  with  arguments ;  and  any  system  of  religion 
whose  existence  depends  upon  maintaining  puch  a  view  of  divine 
revelation,  and  the  foundation  of  christian  faith,  holds  out  to  the 
christian  world  the  infallible  sign  of  its  own  spurious  and  infiJel 
character. 

I  know  how  Mr.  Austin  will  attempt  to  meet  this  argument ;  he 
will  endeavor  to  find  some  other  word  or  words  that  may  answer 
as  a  substitute  for  aionj  and  aionios,  such  as  amaranton,  unfadiiig, 
ametatheton,  immutable,  aphtharsia,  incorruptible,  athafiasian,  im- 
mortality, athanatos,  immortal,  or  akatalutou^  indissoluble.  (I  Pet.| 
i.  4,  Heb.  vi.  18,  1  Cor.  xv.  50,  1  Tim.  vi.  16^  1  Cor.  xv.  53, 
Heb.  vii.  16.)  But  a  single  glance  is  sufficient  to  convince  any  dis- 
cerning mind,  that  neither  of  these  words  ar<?  adapted  to  convey 
ideas  of  time  or  duration,  and  are  not  thus  employed  in  the  scrip- 
tures. The^  are  all  compounded  with  a  negative,  and  their  prima- 
ry signification  is  directly  contrary  to  the  definitions  given  abov^. 
It  would  contradict  the  usage,  and  do  violence  to  the  genius  of  the 
language,  to  employ  them  as  substitutes  for  aion  and  aio?ita«. — 
The  object  of  these  words  is  to  express  another  and  entirely  differ- 
ent class  of  ideas.  This  idea  of  having  other  words  better  adapted 
to  express  endless  duration  than  aion,  is  a  mere  cavil,  which  no 
man  who  values  his.  reputation  as  a  scholar  will  allow  himself  to 
advocate.  The  paternity  of  this  notion  belongs,  I  think,  to  Mr. 
Vidler,  and  was  subsequently  used  by  the  famous  Abner  Knee- 
land,  when  in  his  glory  as  a  Universalist  preacher.  Mr.  Kneeland 
thought  the  Greek  word  akalalutou,  indissoluble,  expressed  the 
idea  of  eternity  more  forcibly  than  aion,  and  if  it  were  connected 
with  misery  or  death  in  the  scriptures,  it  would  go  far  towards  pro- 
ving endless  punishment.  The  Rev.  gentleman  shed  great  light 
on  the  subject  in  the  estimation  of  all  Universalist  readers,  and  be- 
fore it  went  entirely  out,  he  took  advantage  of  it  and  ran  off  into 
open  infidelity — where  all  others  ought  to  go,  who  adopt  his  rules 
of  interpretation.  1  will  give  Mr  Fuller's  reply  to  the  argumint  on 
akfttalutou,  and  it  will  apply  with  the  same  force  to  any  or  all  the 
other  words  given  above,  should  Mr.  Austin  attempt  to  press  them 
into  his  service.  '*  It  is  true  the  term  akatalutos  is  here  applied  to 
life; 'but  not  as  you  insinuate,  to  that  life  of  future  happiness 
which  ii  opposed  Xo  piajiv%\mi«ut.    The  life  here  spioken  of,  m  that 
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Irhich  pertains  to  our  Lord^s  priesthoot! — which  is  opposed  to  that 
of  A.aron,  wrherein  men  were  not  suffered  to  con'inue  by  reason  of 
death  The  worJ  siGcnifies  indissoluble;  and  bein^  applied  to  the 
nature  of  a  priest hoo J «  which  death  could  not  dissolve,  is  very 
properly  rendered  endlens.  It  poMibly  mij^ht  be  applied  to  the  end- 
less happiness  of  good  men,  as  opposed  to  the  dissoluble,  or  trans- 
itory enjoyments  of  the  present  state;  but  as  to  the  punishment  of 
the  wiclced,  9nppostn<^  it  to  be  endless,  I  question  whether  it  be  at 
mil  applicable  to  it.  I  can  form  no  idea  how  the  term  indissoluble, 
any  more  than  incorruptible,  can  apply  to  punishment.  The  word 
kataUio,  to  unloose,  or  dissolve,  it  is  true,  is  said  to  refer  to  travellers 
loosing  their  own  burdens,  or  those  of  their  beasts  when  they  are 
restmg  by  the  way  ;  hut  there  are  no  examples  of  its  having  been 
used  in  reference  *o  the  termination  of  punishment ;  nor  does  it 
appear  to  He  applicable  to  it.  In  its  roost  common  acceptation  in 
the  New  Testament,  it  signifies  to  destroy,  or  demolish — and  you 
will  scarcely  suppo^  the  sacred  writers  to  suggest  the  idea  of  de* 
$iructiont  which  cannot  be  destroyed.*'' — (Rev.  G.  Peck  on  Univer- 
■alrsm.     Page  94.) 

6.  Chat  the  words  aion  and  a*onios  signify  unlimited  duration, 
and  establish  the  ettrnity  of  that  punishment  to  which  the  sinner 
it  e.xposed  has  been  admitted  hy  some  of  the  most  intelligent  Uni- 
versalists.  Murray  believed  the  penalty  of  God*8  law  was  endless 
deuth,  from  which  all  men  have  been  redeemed  —that  the  security 
for  their  final  salvation  was  in  the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christy 
a  sentiment  which  Mr.  Austin  has  ridiculed  in  a  manner  ap- 
proaching to  blasphemy.  Murray  admitted  all  those  Bible  pro- 
mises in  regard  to  eternal  life  (in  which  aionios  occurs)  expressed 
unlimited  duration  :  and  inasmuch  as  he  made  the  vicarious 
atonement  necessary  to  salvation,  he  must  have  admitted  hy  infer- 
ence if  in  no  other  way,  that  the  punishment  threatened  and  from 
which  men  were  re  leemed,  was  endless  also.  Hartly  acknow- 
lelgeJ  the  signification  of  these  words  as  employed  in  the  scrip- 
ture3,  to  be  that  of  unlimited  duration  ;  but  in  various  ways  sought 
to  avoid  the  force  of  them  as  they  rela'e  to  the  wicked.  The  late 
Rev.  John  Foster  had  too  much  sense  to  adopt  any  of  the  usual 
expedients  resorted  to,  to  explain  away  the  meaning  of  aion,  and 
ttiontos,  and  too  much  self-respect  to  deny  what  he  could  not  ex- 

5 lain  away.  "  I  acknowledge  myself  not  convinced  of  the  ortho- 
ox  doctrine,"  hut  savs  he,  —"If  asked  why  not,  I  should  have 
lutle  to  say  in  the  way  of  critidfm^  of  implications  found  or  sought 
in  what  may  be  called  incidental  expressions  of  scripture,  or  of 
ihe  passages  </ii6iou5/vefYi'd  in  favor  oi final  universal  resiitutiatiy 
— (vol  2  p.  263)  Winchester  lakes  ground  similar  to  that  taken  by 
Hartly — admits  aionios  means  eternal  when  applied  to  the  iutuie 
condition  of  the  righteous,  bat  thinks  when  used  in  conoection 
with  punishment  (though  it  means  a  vcrjr  great  while,)  there  are 
otber  pusagee  which  limit  its  tif  mieation.    But  atill  mixt%  «s^* 
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pbatic  and  decided  it  tbe  kngiiage  of  Dr.  Huntiiigtoii,  kimeeile 
Universalist  He  remarks:  *'  Does  the  Bible  say  that  sionemof 
mankind  eball  he  damned  to  interminable  panishmeot  ?  It  certainly 
does,  as  plainly  a^  language  can  eipress,  or  any  maii  or  God  him- 
self can  speak.  It  is  <|iiite  strange  to  me  that  some  who  believe 
that  all  mankind  shall  in  the  end  be  saved,  will  trifle  with  a  few 
words,  and  most  of  alt  with  the  oriflrtnal  word  and  its  derirativeBi 
translated /orever.  All  the  le^imed  know  that  this  word  in  Greek 
signifies  interminable  duration,  an  age,  a  long  period,  according 
as  the  connected  sense  requires.  They,  therefore^  who  would  deny 
that  the  endless  damnation  of  sinners  is  fully  asserted  in  the  word 
of  Go«l,  are  unfair  in  tfuir  reasonings  and  critidMm,-*  — (Caivioisa 
Improved.) 

Here  we  have  all  these  Universalists,  (and  more  might  be  nam- 
cd.)  by  plain  avowal*  or  unavoidable  consequcnee,  ob  one  aidei 
and  J.  M.  Austin  on  the  other  side.  We  have  now  proved  the 
primary  and  grammatical  venae  of  aion,  and  its  derivatives,  to  be 
unending  duration  ;  by  the  philolojjy  of  the  word — by  the  author- 
ity of  Lexicons — by  the  most  ancient  versions  of  the  Bible — by 
the  testimony  of  roost  learned  and  distinguished  writers,  pihiloeo- 
phers  and  Christians — by  the  fact  these  are  the  only  words  em- 
ployed in  the  Bihie  to  express  endless  duration — and  by  the  admis- 
sion of  Universalists,  who  have  had  too  much  sense  or  self-respect 
to  assert  the  contrary.  And  now  I  dismiss  this  part  of  the  sub- 
ject with  a  single  remark,  viz  :  that  I  admit  the  words  are  some- 
times used  in  an  accommodated  sense  both  in  the  old  and  New  Tes- 
taments. I  have  never  thought  of  denying  this,  and  hence  Mr* 
Austin  might  have  spared  himself  the  pains  he  has  been  at,  in  for- 
tifying a  point  which  no  man  of  information  ever  thought  of  dis- 
puting. But  recollect,  the  limited  is  always  the  accommodated  sense 
— ^the  primiiry  sense  is  endless,  A  word  may  originally  signify  more 
than  it  is  used  to  express  in  a  ^iven  case  ;  but  it  cannot  be  prop- 
erly used  to  express  more  than  its  original  or  primary  significatioa; 
hence  all  limited  significations  of  aion  are  accommodated,  aad  sub- 
ordinate to  its  first  and  radical  idea. 

My  eighteenth  argument  is  based  on 

THE  SCRIPTURAL  USE  OP  AION  AND  AI0NI08, 

In  which  I  shall  show  that  tbeyare  used  in  the  endless  sense,  and 
also  employed  to  express  the  unlimited  duration  of  punishment. 
We  have  already  admitted  thev  are  in  some  connections  used  in 
an  accommodated  sense,  and  express  limited  duration ;  but  in  near- 
ly every  such  case,  the  nature  of  the  subject  to  which  they  aTi  ap- 
plied, clearly  determines  the  sense  in  which  they  ale^to  be  tdcen. 
On  this  point,  I  havuno  motive  for  disputing  with.  Mr.  Austin. 
The  question  I  now  consider  is,  do  the  inspired  writara  use  thcai 
terms  to  express  duration  without  end,  ami  do  they  use  them  ia 
this  sense  in  connection  with  future  punishment  1 

Ji0fi»Ba7n£iALWar^a^tftfik«Bi^\hia  $edui4ftMlipna«4iit»bAA«t 
single  inatancea,  oi  \\%XLse,  Q^uT%\Ti^SBAL^v«*^«MmAsis&.vGk\Q4 
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K*  ic«t,  ia  99  of  whicli  it  meoiw  a  lemporary  ^imlioii,  in  7  it  may 
taken  ia  eiUwr  tbe  temporary  or  endleea  sense,  in  65  it  plain- 
ly signifies  aa  endless  duration. 

The  adjeetlTe  aionio$j  is  found  in  71^  plaeet,  aad  ia  all  except 
two,  to  say  tbe  least,  it  may  be  nndefstood  in  tbe  endless  sense. 

Anotber  writer  giTes  199  places  in  wbicb  these  words  are 
foand,  and  he  distributes  their  application  in  tbefotiowiag'  manner : 
To  the  Mosaic  dispeneation,  9 

The  world,  with  its  ▼arioos  ages  and  lavolations  passed,       94 
To  God,  Christ,  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  Ptiga  of  Christ,  46 

To  eternal  life  and  blessedness,  65 

Ascriptions  of  praise  to  God  and  Cbrist>  24 

Eternal  death  and  punishment,  21 

I  have  examined  this  classiicatiofl,  and  the  app1ica,tion,  of 
these  terms,  sufficiently  to  satisfy  myself  of  its  genffml,  not  to 
say  exact  correctness.  If  Mr.  Austin  is  prepared  to  dispute 
it,  and  will  adduce  proof  in  time,  it  shall  be  considered,  f 
pronounce  it  correct,  and  by  samming  up  the  several  instances  in 
which  the  words  signify  unending  duration,  we  find  that  out  of 
199,  oaly  43  are  to  oe  taken  in  the  limited  sense.  In  all  the  re- 
raaioior  156,  there  is  not  only  nothing  in  the  connection  requiring 
the  limited  signification,  but  the  sense  actually  demands  that  they 
be  understood  as  expressing  tbe  proper  idea  of  eternity.  Now 
take  out  tbe  21  instances  in  which  the  words  are  applied  to  pun- 
isbment,  and  the  classification  stands  43  with  the  limited,  135  with 
tbe  unlimited  significa^a.  Hence,  if  we  were  to  decide  upon  the 
sense  in  which  tbe  words  are  to  be  taicea  in  those  places  where 
they  are  applied  to  punishment,  by  tbe  sense  in  which  they  are  ^ 
generally  used,  the  evidence  in  lavor  of  the  unlimited  over  the 
firaited  sense,  would  be  as  135  is  to  43,  that  is,  about  S  1-2  to  one : 
pretty  strong  proof,  i  should  think.  There  is  not.  a  man  here 
who  would  ask  for  better  authority  in  relatioa  to  otbier  subjects, 
where  his  action  is  required.  And  that  it  may  be  seen  that  I  am 
not  mistaken  in  saying  the  one  hundred  fifty  six  instances  above 
named  require  the  unlimited  sense,  by  tba  construction  of  tbe  sen* 
teoce,  I  will  give  a  few  instances  as  specimens  of  the  rest.  1 
Tim.  i.  17.— **Now  unto  the  king  srffrmii  (a^Miion)  immortal,  in. 
visible."  Rom.  i.  26. — ♦*Even  his  eteraal>^(mBi<m)  powet  and 
god-head."  2  Cor.  vi.  5.—**  We  have  a  building  ofOod,  a  house 
not  made  with  hands,  eternal  (aionion)  ia  tbe  heavens."  Som. 
vi.  23.—''  Tbe  gift  of  God  i>  tUrnal  life^^  The  learned  Tholuck 
on  4his  passage  makes  the  **zo€n  akmw^^jetet  to  tbe  linal  consam- 
mation  of  a  life  of  piety,  in*  which  holiness  is  to  be  rewsrded. 
These  references  are  enough  to  show  the  character  of  the  156 
piaees  in  which  aion  aad  itc^  derivatives  must  be  understood  in  the 
endless  sense.  What,  then,  shall  we  think  of  a  system  of  theolo* 
gy  professing  to  give  an  impartial  view  of  God*s  word,  which,  nev- 
cfthfbMt.  boldfyasstrts  tbroi^  iianoil  diiliii^tiftied ikl<v^«i»K;%x 
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that  these  words  are  nerer  ased  in  the  Bible  in  any  otlwr  than  the 
United  sense — that  they  etpre^  an  indefinitely  loatc*  though  al- 
ways  limiteJ  period  1     Does  Mr.  Austin  lake  4bis  xroand  f 

'there  is  another  point  to  which  I  call  the  attention.  o#  the  gen- 
tleman and  the  audience.  It  is  the  fact,  that  wherever  ^^ton  i» con- 
strued with  the  proposition  eii.  it  mast  be  taken  in  the  endices 
sense.  When  the  sense  o(  the  jiaasaice  requires  the  endlees  signi- 
fie^tion,  aian  is  construed  with  ets.  Takea  few  examples.  Matt, 
vi.  13. — ^*' Thine  is  the  kingdom,  the  power,  and  the  i^lory,  (hi 
otonnf)  forerer/*  Matt.  xxi.  19. — '^  Let  no  fruit  grow  on  ihee  (fa 
ton  aiona)  forever.*'  Phiil.  iv.  20. — '*  To  Ckxl  and  our  Fathec  l>e 
glory  {€i$  tous  awmu)  forever"  Heh,  xiii.  21. — **To  whom  be 
glory  (eii  tous  aionas)  forever."  Rom.  v.  21. — '^  Grace  reigo 
therough  righteousness  {tit  zo€f^  aiotaon)  unto  eternal  life.^  Tie 
use  of  the  preposition  et>-  in  these  connections,  seems  to  be  to 
strengthen  the  sentence,  and  render  it  more  dehnite.  Donnegan 
mentions  its  use  particularly  in  definitions  of  time,  in  which  case 
it  marks  the  scope  and  extent  of  meaning,  and  he  illustrates  it  by 
an  example  from  Homer. 

In  the  whole  New  Testament  it  is  used  with  this  constmction, 
about  60  times,  inchHling  the  places  "jrhicb  refer  to  future  punish- 
ment.  In  these  places,  as  is  seen  in  the  examples  given  above* 
the  word  aioti  must  .be  taken  in  the  endless  sense  ;  but  in  those 
places  in  which  the  sense  of  oton  is  clearly  limited,  the  preposi* 
tioo  is  not  found  :  from  which  it  is  clear  that  this  particular  con-. 
struction  is  intended  to  mark  with  emphasis  the  significattoa  of 
aian  as  employed  in  the  Ne,w  Testameat ;  and  as  it  is  construed  in 
this  way  in  its  application  to  future  punishment,  it  follows  tluit 
this  particular  form  is  intended  to  mark  the  unending  duration  of 
that  punishment. 

We  will  give  a  few  examples  of  this  construction  in  connection 
with  future  punishment  Matt.  xxv.  46. — **  These  shall  go  away 
into  (eis  kohtsin  aionion)  everlasting  punishment."  Mark  iii.  20. 
— *•  Hath  never  forgiveness,"  (eis  ton  aiona.)  2 Pet.  ii.  17. — "  To 
whom  is  reserved  the  blackness  of  darkness  forever,"  (eis  aionia.) 
Rev.  XX.  to.— ^^*  And  they  .shall  be  tormented  day  and  night  (eis 
tous  aionas  ton  aionon,)  forever  and  ever." 

What  we  have  saifl  thus  far  on  aien  and  itsderivativeis  may  be 
summed  up  thus :  It  is  proved  to.  signify  primarily  and  grammati* 
cally,  duration  without  end.  1.  By  its  etymology.  2.  By  the  tes- 
timony of  lexicons.  3  Bv  the  authority  of  the  most  learned  wri- 
ters, phi  loeophers  and  theologians,  ancient  and  moiern.  4.  fiyanr 
cient  versions  of  the  scriptures.  5.  By  the  fact  that  it  is  employ- 
ed to  translate  those  Hebrew  terms  which  signify  eternity.  6. 
From  the  fact  that  otherwise  the  Greek  language  would  posti^esa  no 
word  properly  expressive  of  the  idea  of  eternity.  7.  From  the 
fact  that  (yod  has  employed  this  language  to  set  forth  the  eternity 
^'JpowaaxiiUUMaandcaTernfbeat.    8.  Thaet naeofihoi^yM  ! 
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sa^es  where  these  words  are  found  in  the  New  Testament,  require 
the  un!im<ted  sense  in  three  cases  out  of  four.  9.  When  used  in 
reference  to  future  and  unending  duration,  and  future  punishment, 
the  words  aoin  and  nionios  are  construed  with  the  preposition  eis, 
mnkinn^  the  signification  moie  emphatic  10.  From  the  admissions 
of  Universalists  themselves,  who  though  extremely  anxious  to  sus- 
tain their  notion  of  Anal  restitution,  have  been  nevertheless  con- 
strained .by  the  irresistible  force  of  truth,  to  admit  that  the  doc- 
trine of  endless  perdition  is  taught  in  the  Bible.  To  conclude,  I 
remark,  God  has,  in  using  these  terms,  employed  the  best  that 
could  be  selected,  and  in  their  proper  sense,  or  he  has  not.  If  he 
has  not,  then  he  has  given  us  no  definite  revelation  of  his  attri- 
butes or  government,  or  the  future  destinies  of  men — he  has  tri- 
fle! with  the  most  sacred  subjects  and  the  dearest  interests  of 
mankind. 

But  if  God  has  usei  the  best  terms,  and  in  their  proper  sense  in 
relation  to  these  subjects,  then  Uuiversalism  gives  the  proof  of 
its  infi.ielity,  in  contradicting  the  sense  in  which  inspiration  em- 
ploys the  most  important  words — and  attempts  to  build  itself 
up  before  high  heaven,  on  an  assumed  and  false  interpretation 
of  the  word  of  God.  Mr.  Austin  may  take  his  choice  of  these 
condusions. 

I  will  now  pay  my  respects  to  what  Mr.  Austin,  with  much  ap^ 
parent  self-complacency,  denominates  his  '*•  critical  examination 
of  the  origin  and  scripture  usage  oi  aion,''^ 

1 .  Definition.  He  says  he  has  before  him  the  opinions  of  some 
13  different  lexicographers,  but  he  contents  himself  with  giving 
the  opinion  of  one  only.  Allowing  all  the  others  to  agree  with 
Donnegan,  we  have  13  authors  uniting  to  give  ^^ eternity,''  or  du- 
ration without  end,  as  the  primary  and  radical  signihcation  of 
aotVi,  with  various  other  subordinate  and  accommodated  mean- 
ings. I  have  already  shown  that  the  accommodated  meaning  is 
embraced  within  the  scope  of  the  primary — the  less  is  contained 
in  the  greater :  the  primary  being  the  most  comprehensive. 

2.  Scripture  usage.  Here  Mr.  A^Qstin  spends  much  time  and 
adduces  a  number  of  examples,  to  prove  what  I  never  thought  of 

'  disputing,  and  have  no  motive  for  concealing,  viz.  that  aion  and 
aionios  are  often  used  in  the  Bible  in  an  aceommodaied  sense, 
with  a  limited  signification  as  to  duration.  He  says  it  is  self-evi* 
dent  that  a  derivative  can  mean  no  more  than  the  word  from 
which  it  is  derived.  Very  true.  I  have  not  said  aionios  means 
any  more  than  eternal,  the  adjective  form  of  eternity,  the  prima- 
ry meaning  of  aion.  After  pursuing  this  "critical  examination'* 
in  reference  to  the  scripture  usage  of  aion  and  aionios  to  consid- 
erable length,  he  comes  to  the  following  sage  conclusion,  viz.  that 
the  translators  of  our  Bible,  in  the  use  of  the  English  word  for- 
ever, did  not  mean  by  it,  in  all  in$tanef8^  time  without  end  ;  all 
which  was  just  as  clear  before  the  gentleman  had  said  a  word 
on  the  subject,  as  it  is  now. 
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3.  Classical  usage  of  aion.  Here  the  gentleman  takes  hit 
whole  argument  from  a  Mr.  Goodvrin. 

Mr.  Austin. — Not  all,  I  said  from  various  sources. 

Mr.  HoLMM. — The  gentleman  commenced  by  saving  he  availed 
himself  of  the  labors  of  Mr.  Goodwin.  And  who  la  this  Mr. 
Goodwin  ?  will  Mr.  Austin  inform  us  ? 

Mr.  Austin. — He  is  a  Unitarian. 

Mr.  Holmes. — A  Unitarian ;  and  as  he  seems  very  anxious  to 
ex()lain  away  the  meaning  of  the  word  nton,  he  is  of  course  a 
Unitarian  Universalist.  We  all  know  the  liberty  which  Uniiari- 
ani  take  with  the  language  of  scripture.  In  their  zeal  to  rob 
Christ  of  his  divinity,  and  tne  Bible  of  the  doctrine  of  atonement, 
they  adopt  a  metho  i  of  interpretation  which  sets  all  sober  criti- 
cism at  defiance.  And  their  reverence  for  God's  word  is  not  at 
all  improved,  by  uniting  with  their  own  views  the  peculiarities 
of  Universalism.  Mr.  Austin  says  this  Mr.  Goodwin  is  an  "ac- 
curate and  ripe  scholar.^^  This  may  be  true,  though  it  seems  a 
little  strange  that  the  world  has  not  known  it  before  this.  But 
tht  gentleman  says  farther,  that  his  author  made  a  'Mhorou^h 
research  into  the  meaning  of  aion  and  its  derivatives,  and  pub- 
lished the  result  of  his  investigations  in  (a  newspaper)  the 
*  Christian  Examiner/  in  1831.**  And  yet  the  Christian  world 
has  ^one  on  in  the  even  tenor  of  its  way,  just  as  if  no  such  pub- 
lication had  ever  been  made.  How  strange  that  the  merits  of 
such  an  author  should  have  been  overlooked — that  such  impor- 
tant "  investigations*^  should  be  allowed  to  sleep  18  years  in  the 
columns  of  a  newspaper.  The  world  has  always  been  ungrate- 
ful to  the  learned,  and  the  case  of  Mr.  Goodwin  furnishes  ano- 
ther example.  Justice,  however,  has  come  out  at  last.  This  dis- 
cussion is  the  opportune  occasion  for  bringing  out  the  valuable 
services  which  this  renowned  author  has  rendered  his  generation. 
Henceforth  the  world  will  give  him  his  due  ! ! ! 

But,  seriously,  what  is  thtfre  in  this  "  thorough  research  into 
the  meaning  of  aion  ?'*  Mr.  Austin  says  his  author  has  read  the 
"Iliad"  and  *; Odyssey,**  '^iEschylus,**  " Sophocles,'*  and  "Euri- 
pides," in  which  authors  he  has  found  aion  used  in  a  limited  sense 
m  connection  with  the  subjects  treated  of  in  those  works.  The 
sabstance  of  this  learned  investigation  is  stated  as  follows :  '^as 
certainly  as  human  lif  i  is  not  eternal,  so  certainly  aion,"*  (applied 
to  human  life)  "did  not  contain  the  meaning  of  eternity."  He 
farther  asserts  that  in  these  writers,  aion  "never  expreftses  a;M»- 
itive  eternity.'*  This  may  be  true.  Perhaps  the  ideal  of  jK)sitive 
eternity  was  not  embraced  in  the  subjects  on  which  thty  wrote.' 
I  have  neither  time  nor  means  for  correcting  the  errors  c^  Mr. 
Groodwin  respecting  the  authors  above  named,  nor  is  it  necessary. 
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^hM  thorough  invettigathn^  by  this  "  accurate  and  rioe  acholar,** 
s  a  milk  and  water  concern.  If  we  allow  him  all  he  contends 
or,  it  can  weigh  little  or  nothing  in  settling  the  question  at  issue 
»etween  us. 

4.  **  Usage  of  aianion — aumtoi,  in  the  days  of  Christ.^^     Mr. 
Lustin  says  these  words  did  not  **  always  express  endless  time 
a  the  days  of  Christ."    Who  ever  said  they  did  ?    But  if  my  friend 
aeans  to  infer  frpm  this,  that  they  never  express  endless  time  in 
he  days  of  Christ,  I  deny  it,  and  hare  already  and  abundantly 
ustained  this  denial  in  my  argument  on  tliese  words.     Mr.  Aus- 
m  says  those  who  believed  in  endless  punishment  in  the  days  of 
>hrist,  used  other  words  to  express  it.   This  may  be  true.     There 
ire  a  variety  of  words  employed  now  in  common  parlance  to  ex- 
press the  idea,  though  all  the  intelligent  know  the  words  forever, 
everlasting,  and  eternal,  are  the  most  expressive  and  appropriate. 
The  gentleman  concludes  that  Christ  did  not  mean  the  same  by 
lionios  that  Philo  and  Josephus  did  by  aulioB,  athanatot,  alteluUtos^ 
ind  adialeivtos.    This  is  a  mere  cavil,  and  one  which  Mr.  Austin 
^ould  not  nave  employed,  had  he  not  been  conscious  of  the  es- 
sential weakness  of  his  argument.    On  this  point  we  make  the 
olio  wing  remarks:     1.  Philo,  Josephus,  and  others  used  aion 
ind  aionios  in  reference  to  punishment,  as  well  as  the  other  words 
eferred  to,  a  fact  which  Mr.  Austin  does  not  know,  or  knowing, 
.vishes  to  conceal.    2.  The  above  words,  with  the  exception  oif 
lidios  are  compounded  with  a  negative,  and  in  their  simple  form, 
nean  directly  contrary  to  what  they  do  in  their  complex  state. 
The  idea  conveyed  in  their  compounded  form,  is  not  expressed 
iffirmatively,  but  in  a  negative  way.     These  words  are  not  pro- 
perly employed  to  express  duration,  and  when  they  are  so  used, 
it  is  an  improper  and  accommodated  sense,  which  usage  has  au- 
thorized in  all  languages.     But  in  regard  to  aion  and  aionioe^ 
their  first  and  radical  idea  is  duration,  and  all  other  meanings  are 
improper  and  accommodated.      3.  The  word  aidios  which  Mr. 
Austin^says  was  used  by  Philo,  is  a  modified  form  of  aion^  as  he 
must  see  by  a  moment^s  attention.     It  is  compounded  of  one  of 
the  component  parts  of  aion^  viz.  ai,  always,  and  dios,  **  divine,** 
or  that  which  pertains  to  the  celestial  world.     In  using  aionios^ 
therefore,  our  Lord  employs  the  same  word  that  Philo  did,  only 
compounding  it  with  on^  being,  in  stead  of  dioi — thus  making  it 
more  emphatic  in  expressing  the  idea  of  eternity.     In  adducin|^ 
this  word,  the  gentleman  has  fallen  into  his  own  trap.     4.  Fi- 
nally, every  critic  in  the  Greek  language  knows  that  aion  and 
aionios^  are  more  properly  employed  to  affirm  a  positive  eter- 
nity, than  either  of  the  other  words  named,  and  when  others 
are  employed,  it  is  not  to  get  the  idea  out  more  clearly,  but  to 
avoid  repetition.     Men  may  change  their  phraseology  to  improre 
their  rhetoric,  but  inspiration  has  a  higher  end  in  new.     Henoe 
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Chrfstsafs—liifesc  shall  go  away  into  (kaltmn  awmianj)  bm  ibe 
rirhtcons  into  {zoitn  orowtoii.) 

5 .  Usage  amone  the  Christian  Fathers.  Unrf er  this  head  I  find 
nothing  worthy  of  notice  except  Orieen,  and  the  "  Sybilline  Ora- 
cles," and  these  hare  been  sufficiently  discussed  already.  As  to 
Hcsychius,  the  Lexicographer  of  the  sixth  century,  I  suppose  he 
can  scarcely  be  classed  wiih  the  Christian  Faihers.  Neverthe- 
less, if  Mr.  Austin  will  give  me  the  definition  of  aion  to  which 
he  refers,  I  will  pay  it  a  re  pectful  attention. 

6.  Conclusion  of  the  whole  matter.  1.  Mr.  Austin  admits 
finals ,  that  the  '*  primitive  signification^^  of  the  words  nnder  dis- 
cussion, is  **^ continuous,  uninterrupted."  Here  the  irentleman 
has,  after  all,  stumbled  upon  the  truth.  This  is  what  I  nave  con- 
tended for,  and  what  I  now  claim.  That  which  is  anii^temipted 
must  continue  forever,  and  is  therefore  eternal— embraces  th« 
proper  notion  of  **  duration  without  end.*^  2.  Mr.  Austin  has 
given  us  a  Rule.  '*  When  aionioe  or  aionion  is  ai>plied  to  that 
which  contains  within  itself  eternal  existence,  then  it  necessarilj 
signifies  literally,  time  without  end."  This  is  a  rule  of  his  own 
making,  and  it  Is  both  fahe  and  foolish.  It  is  foolish,  because 
inconsistent  with  itself,  and  would  leave  the  word  wrtbout  any 
meaning,  in  itself  considered ;  it  is  false,  because  subversive  of 
the  proper  use  of  language  which  is  to  convey  ideas — it  is  false 
also,  becanse  it  contradicts  the  acknowledged  signification  :  even 
the  signification  admitted  by  Mr.  Austin — **  continuous,  uninter 
rupttd,^'  proves  his  rule  false.  If  the  primitive  signification  o£ 
aion  and  aioiiios^  be  continuous  or  uninterrupted,  it  is  obvious, 
this  signification  does  not  arise  from  the  nature  of  the  object  to 
which  it  is  applied.  The  word  must  have  its  primary  sense  in 
eVery  case,  unless  the  nature  of  the  subject,  or  the  connection  in 
which  it  stands,  be  such  as  necessarily  to  restrain  and  circum- 
scribe its  meaning.  The  nature  of  the  object  to  which  it  is  ap- 
triied  may  contract,  but  cannot  expand  the  meaning  of  a  word 
oeyond  ifs  primary  signification.  3.  Admissions  of  orthodox 
commentators.  I  find  no  admissions  under  this  head,  which,  un- 
derstood in  their  proper  connections,  I  have  any  objection  to.  I 
have  myself  made  the  same  admissions  already.  Mr;  Austin 
classes  Rev.  John  Foster  among  orthodox  commentators.  Tliis 
is  quite  candid.  No  doubt  Mr.  Foster  is  quite  willingto  make 
concessions  in  favor  of  Universalism,  bein^  himself  a  i]^i^9r8a- 
list.  The  Baptists  of  this  country  will  douotless  be  amused  when 
they  learn  from  Mr.  Austin,  that  Mr.  Foster  was  **  the  most  tin- 
inent  Baptist  minister  in  the  world  .^' 

I  will  only  remark  further  on  this  point,  when  I  eondd^^r  thjs" 
length  of  time  the  gentleman  has  had  in  which  to  pr^rare  hi^'. 
argument — the  facilktes  within  his  reath — his  kndwn  la^tiftry 
i^d  nerseverance— and  the  de^ertte  eifert  he  hiUl  umde  to  ^m^ 
tain  himself  in  this  discussion,  I  am  truly  surfMised  and  disi^ 
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pointed,  to  find  his  authorities  so  few  and  irresponsiMe — his  ma* 
terials  so  scanty — and  his  whole  argument  on  the  meaning  of 
aion  and  oMfU'Os,  so  confu.sed  and  weak.     It  must,  I  think,  be  re- 
garded by  all  intelligent  minds,  in  the  light  of  a  signal  triumph. 
I  must  remark  upon  a  few  smaJl  matters  in  Mr.  Austin's  9th 
speech.     Commenting  on  Ueb.  i.t.  27-8,  quoted  by  me  to  prove  a 
future  judgment,  he  says,  the  language  is  purely  antithetical: 
and  then  remarks,  the  apostle  is  running  a  parallel   between 
Christ  and  the  Jewish  High  Priests.     How  a  passage  can  contain 
a  parallel,  and  at  the  same  time  be  antithetical,  1  leave  Mr.  Aus- 
tin to  explain.     His  interpretation  of  the  place  is  a  pure  invention 
of  Universalism,  and  shows,  to  excellent  advantage,  the  desperate 
nature  of  the  cause  defended  by  my  opponent,  and  the  reckless 
course  it  requires  to  sustain  it.     The  27iti  verse  reads — **  And  as 
it  is  appointed  unto  men  once  to  die,  and  after  this  the  judgment.** 
Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  **men''  who  were  appointed  once  to  die, 
are  the  Hjgh  Priests,  who  died,  sacrificially ,  once  a  year.     I  ans- 
wer,    1.  The  High  Priest  did  not  die  sacrificialiy  at  all :  he  of- 
fered sacrifice  for  his  own  sinsy  as  well  as  the  sins  of  the  people. 
2.  There  was  only  one  Hi^h  Priest  at  a  time,  but  the  language 
of  the  passage  is,  *^it  is  appointed  unto  m«it,"  the  plural  form  being 
used.     3.  The  Leviticai  Priesthood  had  passed  awav,  and  the 
Priesthood  of  Christ  was  substituted  in  its  place.    All  St.  Paul 
says  of  it,  shows  it  to  be  an  obsolete  arrangement.     But  this  pas- 
sage is  in  the  present  tense.    It  ii  appointed  ;  the  appointment  is 
vresent,  and  to  continue.    But  speaking  of  Christ,  the  apostle  says 
he  was  offered.     Will  Mr.  Austin  say  the  Jewish  High  Priest  is 
appointed  to  die,  after  Christ  was  offered  ?    4.  If  Paul  meant  the 
Hi§h  Priest,  why  did'he  not  say  so  ?    Why  drop  the  term  "  Priest," 
which  he  had  used  so  frequently,  and  use  *'  men  "  in  its  place, 
which  he  had  nowhere  used  in  this  sense  before  ?     Moreover, 
what  does  the  gentleman  do  with  the  other  parts  of  the  passage  ? 
— ^^  Once  to  die,  and  after  this  the  juderment.     So  Christ  was 
once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many,  and  unto  them  that  look 
for  him:  shall  he  appear  the  second  time,  without  sin  unto  salva- 
tion."    It  is  truly  astonishing  that  a  man  of  sense  should  commit 
himself  to  such  ridiculous  views  of  scripture. 

Mr.  Austin  quotes  me  as  follows : — ^*  a  religion  that  would  not 
in  some  cases  produce  insanity,  would  not  be  worthy  the  atten* 
tion  of  intelligent  beings."  This  I  never  said,  hot  what  I  did  say 
ib  this  :  ^*  A  religion  incapable  of  interesting  the  mind,  or  exciting 
it  to  an  extent  that  might,  under  some  circumstances,  induce  insan- 
ity, would  in,  my  humble  judgment,  be  unworth}^  the  attention 
of  intelligent  beings."  Mr.  Austin  alledges  that  I  said,  ^'  Christ  did 
not  allude  to  heaven  in  the  Lord's  prayer."  What  I-said,  is  as 
follows.  ^*  Even  the  prayer  of  Christ  contains  no  direct  recogni- 
tion of  a  heaven  of  blias,  which  is  to  be  the  final  abode  of  dui 
Christian." 
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Mr  Austin  says  I  **  attempt  to  make  out  that  Uniren&lietta  b«« 
liere  infants  wiil  be  tortilred  in  fire  thousands  of  yean.*'     What 
I  Miid  is  this :     ^'  Mothers,  will  you  hand  your  infaoitB  over  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  a  theory  which  subjects  them  to  sin  in  this  life 
against  their  will ;  and  without  a  divine  Sayior,  ojr  the  benefits  of 
a  yicarious  atonement,  plunges  them  into  the  miseries  of  fufuie 
woe,  to  get  out  as  best  they  may.*'    You  see  from  this,  that  all  I 
said  of  the   future  wo  of  infants,  was  on  supposition  that  they 
would  grow  up  to  mature  years,  become  sinners,  and  die  in  impeni- 
tence.    Why  Mr.  Austin  should  choose  to  mis-quote  my  words, 
and  misrepresent  my  intentions,  when  he  has  before  him  themeans 
for  correcting  himself,  the  audience  and  public  can  determine  as 
well  as  I  can. 

There  are  several  other  things  in  Mr.  Austin's  9th  speech,  which 
under  other  circumstances,  I  might  notice.  But  I  shall  pass  them 
for  two  reasons.  1.  I  have  not  time.  2.  They  were  said  in  so 
bad  a  temper,  I  haye  no  inclination  to  touch  them.  I  have  sev* 
eral  times  been  amused,  but  not  until  my  friend  commenced  bis 
ninth  speech,  have  I  felt  really  mortified  at  the  ebullition  of  bad 
feeling  exhibited.  I  had  hoped,  as  we  were  so  near  the  close  of 
the  discussion,  that  the  gentleman  would  maintain,  at  leasts  a 
moderate  share  of  equanimity.  But  in  this  I  am  disappointed. 
It  is  true,  there  are  palliating  circumstances.  It  is  no  small  prov 
ocation  to  have  every  argument  one  can  present,  whatever  the 
labor  in  framing  it,  refuted  by  so  slight  an  effort,  and  to  be  left 
without  a  single  substantial  dependence  j  and  then  to  be  plied 
with  arguments  so  many  and  strong,  as  not  to  knowiwhich  way 
to  turn  or  where  to  begin  the  work  of  defence.  I  am  willing  to 
make  due  allowance  for  these  trying  circumstances  Yet  my  friend 
should  have  counted  the  cost,  before  he  comfnenced  the  discus- 
sion, and  should  have  prepared  himself  to  meet  all  probable  con- 
tingencies with  firmness.  It  may  not  be  too  late  yet.  There  is 
still  a  chance  for  the  gentleraan^s  mind  to  regain  its  equilibrium. 
Be  this  as  it  may,  I  wish  to  notify  my  friend  of  one  thing,  viz  : 
he  must  not  think  to  turn  me  aside  from  my  course  of  argument 
by  threats.  I  esteem  his  threats  to  be  as  harmless  as  his  argu- 
ments. 

In  the  last  speech,  Mr.  Austin  said  he  believed  man  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  would  be,  as  in  this — a'^progressive  being.  But  what 
sort  of  progression  did  the  gentleman  mean  ?  There  may  be 
progress  without  improvement.  There  is  much  of  this  kind  of 
progress  going  on  in  the  world  now.  This  has  been  true  ol  na^ 
tions  and  of  individuals  in  every  age  of  the  world.  Egypt  was 
once  the  empoiium  of  the  fine  arts  and  of  literature,  Imt  subse- 
quently the  ^'  basest  of  the  kingdoms.^*  Subsequently  6fee(« 
stood  hrst,  but  is  now  igi  orantand  degraded  ;  and  Africa^  what  an 
example  of  progression  we  have  in  Africa.  Babyloh  was  the 
^lory  of  the  kia^omst  but  is  now  blotted  irom  existeo^,    Tk% 
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Jews  degenerated  in  morals  during  a  number  of  centuries  before 
Christ's  day,  and  then,  those  who  had  looked  for  the  promised 
Messiah  with  eagerness,  filled  up  the  cup  of  iniquit3r  by  shedding 
his  hearTs  blood.  As  to  individuals,  we  might  multiply  examples 
of  this  kind  of  progression  by  thousands.  Indeed,  this  is  Uni- 
versalism,  as  taught  by  Mr.  Austin.  He  has  taught  us,  God  crea- 
ted man  innocent,  free  from  moral  defect,  and  then  subject^  him 
to  ranity,  that  is,  to  sin  and  misery.  The  unavoidable  result  is, 
though  they  were  all  innocent,  they  are  now  all  guihy ;  and  here 
is  human  progress.  Surely  Mr.  Austin  believes  in  human  pro- 
gression, only  it  goes  the  wrong  way.  And  yet  he  says  men 
will  be  progressive  beings  hereafter,  as  they  have  been  here ! ! ! 

That  man  is  cipable  of  improvement,  1  have  no  doui>t,  but  since 
he  has  become  a  sinful  and  depraved  being,  the  only  power  of 
moral  improvement  he  posseses,  is  derived  from  the  atonement  of 
Christ,  conferred  anterior  to  the  crucifixion,  by  means  of  the  Pat- 
riarchal and  Mosaic  dispensations,  but  now  unfolded  by  the 
per(»ect  dispensation  of  Christ.  All  moral  improvement  ever  ef- 
fected, has  been  produced  through  this  instrumentality,  and  where- 
ever  men  have  neglected  or  rejected  this  *^true  light  that  lighteth 
every  roan  that  comelh  into  the  world,"  they  have  degenerated, 
and  always  will.  Tho^e  who  despise  divine  authority,  and  the 
riches  of  God*s  grace,  will  degenerate  in  this  life,  and  dying  in 
this  state,  will  have  placed  themselves  beyond  the  reach  of  moral 
improvement. 

Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  if  I  believe  in  fallen  angels.  My 
answer  is,  I  believe  just  what  the  scriptures  say.  Jude  6,  2  Pe- 
ter ii.  4,  is  my  authority  for  believing  there  is  an  order  of  beings 
denominated  angels,  some  of  whom  kept  not  their  first  estate,  and 
for  their  sins  and  jebellion  are  *^  reserved  in  everlasting  chains 
under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  This  is 
not  the  first  lime  the  gentleman  has  insinuated  that  it  is  absurd 
to  believe  the  plain  statements  of  the  Bible.  For  my  own  part, 
I  aspire  to  no  higher  intellectual  or  moral  dignity,  than  is  ac- 
quired by  those  who,  with  humility  and  confidence,  receive  as  in- 
fallible truth,  the  plain  declarations  oi  God's  word. 

1  quoted  the  passage  from  Hebrews,  on  which  Mr.  Austin  com- 
ments, to  show  the  fact  that  some  may  so  far  apostatize  from 
God  as  to  put  themselves  out  of  the  reach  of  mercy ;  and  this 
fact,  it  shows  conclusively ;  but  it  has  no  reference  to  common 
cases  of  backsliding. 

In  remarking  on  the  sin  of  blasphemy,  Mr.  Austin  concludes  it 
may  i>e  forgiven,  since  our  Lord  says,  ^'all  manner  of  sins  shall 
be  f orgiven^unto  men.  But  the  facts  in  the  case  are  these :  1 .  Our 
Lord  excepts  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  declaring  it  shall 
ntver  be  lomven  *^  neither  in  this  world,  neither  in  the  world  to 
come,"  and  i.  The  forgiveness  of  other  sins  of  which  he  speaks, 
is  wily  eonlerred  on  those  who  comply  with  gospel  condHions. 
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There  is  no  iBtimation  in  all  the  Bible  that  the  benefits  of  pardoa 
will  be  granted  to  the  impenitent.  Hence  the  goapel  deolamtioa 
is,  **  repent,  that  your  sine  may  be  blotted  ont.'^  Frooi  the  natnre 
o£  a  condition,  it  may  or  may  not  be  complied  with ;  if  it  ia  not. 
complied  with,  there  is  no  k»r^iveneM ;  if  no  forfpveneaa,  no  sal- 
vation. 

Mr.  Austin  qaotes  from  yarions  authors  who  have  had  painful 
reflections  on  the  subject  of  endless  misery.     Bat  what  has  this 
to  do  with  the  merits  of  this  question  ?    He  might  have  quoted 
as  many  more  who  have  had  reflections  equally  painful  on  the 
subject  of  limited  misery;  but  after  all,  the  facts  remain  the  same 
in  both  cases.    Any  man  of  correct  sentiments  must  be  more  cr 
less  affected  in  contemplating  the  toilful  wickedness,  ^piiJt,  and 
consequent  wretchedeanesa  of  his  fellow  men.    And  to  my  own 
mind,  the  painful  character  of  these  r^ections  would  be  increased 
a  hundred  fold,  did  I  beiieve  (with  some  of  the  writers  quoted  by 
Mr.  Austin,)  that  God  had  unconditional!?  reprobated  part  of  the 
human  family  to  sin  and  misery  ;  or  did  I  believe  as  Mr.  Austin 
has  taught  here,  that  God  has  subjected  the  human  fanuly  to  sin 
and  misery  against  their  will,  and  has  thus  become  the  direct  au- 
thor of  this  sin  and  misery — that  his  will  respecting  human  chaiac* 
terand  conduct  is  absolute,  is  never  resisted,  and  isalwaysdoae-^ 
and,  conseauently,  that  men  always  have  been,  are  now,  and 
always  will  be,  just  as  bad  and  no  worse,  and  just  as  good  aa 
God  would  have  them — and  by  farther  coasei^uence  from  these 
principles,  that  the  measure  of  human  happiness  has  always 
ei^ualed  the  benevolent  intention  of  the  Almighty — did  I  believe 
this,  there  would  be  no  alleviating  element  in  my  cup  of  sorrow. 
I  should  be  robbed  of  the  consolation  1  now  have  in  believing 
that  Grod  is  holy — that  sin  exists  as  the  result  of  voluntary  trans- 
gression on  the  part  of  his  creatures,  by  the  abuse  of  those  high 
powers,  given  them  with  the  most  benevolent  intentions,  and  of 
which  they  could  not  be  deprived  without  losing  the  power  of 
happiness.     It  is  right  that  the  mind  should  be  stirred  in  contem* 
plating  the  miseries  of  guilty  men,  either  present  or  future ;  it 
incites  to  activity  in  the  cause  of  human  salvation.     We  can  only 
escape  from  these  feelings  by  an  abandonment  of  all  religious 
and  moral  principle,  in  the  embrace  of  atheism ;  giving  man  no 
higher  character  than  that  of  an  intellectual  brute,  whose  ex^ 
istence  ceases  at  death,  and  who  is  only  responsible  to  the  regu? 
lations  of  human  society— H>r,  if  we  acknowledge  a  God  at  all, 
by  regarding  him  as  indifierent  to  the  afiairs  of  this  workl^  placing 
no  nigral  estimate  upon  man,  and  viewing 

-*'  WiUi  equal  «ye,  m  Lord  of  mXL, 


The  hero  periih,  or  (he  tjtmrtow  UW." 

-  I 

X  9M,  ayut^  williqg  the  gettUenaii  ahoaldr.appwpMte  Ui.]|ia« 
system  all  the  credit  which  does,  or  can  arise,  from  the  indifEsr> 
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ence  wiih  which  it  looks  upon  the  moral  state  of  the  world,  and 
contemplates  the  wretchedness  of  guilty  men. 

In  remarking  upon  death,  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  be  has  shown  the  unsoundness  of  my  argument  to 
*'  a  perfect  demonstration.''  Of  this  you  will  be  able  to  judge 
better,  after  a  momenta  attention  to  the  process  by  which  be 
reaches  his  conclusion.  1.  He  says  I  have  not  proved  that  death 
is,  in  its  own  nature,  eternal.  I  answer,  I  have  not  attempted 
to  prove  it  in  any  other  way,  than  by  stating  the  proposition 
as  one  of  those  axioms  which  are  sell- evident.  A  proposition 
can  only  be  proved  by  drawing  conclusions  in  its  favor,  from 
premises  admitted  to  be  true,  or  the  truth  of  which  is  more  evi- 
dent than  the  proposition  itself.  But  there  is  nothing  more  evi- 
dent than  that  death  is  death,  hence  it  cannot  be  proved  by  an  ap- 
{>eal  to  anything  more  certain  than  itself.  To  attempt  to  prove  that 
ife  is  life,  or  that  the  man  who  is  alive  is  not  dead,  would  be  an  ab- 
surdity— and  no  less  so  to  attempt  to  prove  that  life  is  an  element 
of  death,  or  that  he  who  is  dead  is  also  alive.  2.  He  asserts 
that  death  is  not  eternal,  and  thinks  his  assertion  as  good  as 
mine.  On  any  doubtful  point,  I  will  admit  that  his  assertion 
would  be  as  icood  as  mine ;  but  should  he  assert,  in  opposition 
to  me,  or  any  other  one,  that  the  sun  does  not  shine  in  a  clear 
day,  or  that  a  man  may  die  without  parting  with  his  life,  I  sub- 
mit to  this  audience  to  say  what  such  an  assertion  would  be 
worth.  3.  But,  says  he,  death  is  not  endless,  becauae  ^^  it  is  not 
an  entity — a  thing  expr«*ssly  created  to  exist  forever.'*  This  is 
truly  a  wonderful  discovery  ! ! !  However,  it  is  only  so  to  the 
gentleman  himself.     I  presume  no  one  of  this  audience  ever  sup- 

fiosed  death  to  be  created  at  all.  It  is  simply  the  negation  of 
ife.  In  a  moral  or  spiritual  sense,  it  is  the  negation  of  moral 
life — a  separation  from  the  source  and  fountain  or  moral  life. 
Please  attend  here  to  another  specimen  of  my  friends  logic. 
Death,  he  says,  *'  is  not  an  entity,"  and  yet  he  maintains  that 
there  is  an  element  of  life  in  death  ;  that  is,  a  non-entity  embra- 
ces an  entity,  or  nothing  embraces  something — there  is  in  nothing 
a  recuperative  power,  which  is  a  suffic  ent  pledge  for  the  pro- 
duction of  something,  which  will  live  forever.  Most  marvelous. 
4.  He  still  farther  argues  that  death  is  not  endless,  because  some 
who  were  dead  have  been  brought  into  a  state  of  life — and  the 
words  of  Paul,  *^  you  hath  he  quickened  who  were  dead  in  tres- 
passes and  sins,''  are  quoted.  But,  let  me  ask,  who  quickened 
these  dead  souls  ?  Was  it  death  ?  Was  it  the  element  of  moral 
life  in  death  ?  Was  it  ^'  the  sheer  exercise  of  its  own  energies" 
which  destroyed  death  and  produced  life  in  this  case  ?  Let  the 
language  speak  for  itself.  "  You  hath  He  quickened."  God  per- 
formed this  work,  in  harmony  with  the  principles  of  the  gospel, 
Ai^  the  conditionalityof  salvation.  If  this  external,  gracious, 
and  divine  power  had  not  beeir  hrought  into  Irequisition,  the 
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death  here  spoken  of  would  have  been  eternal ;  and  as  this 
death  is  the  penalty  of  sin,  therefore,  the  penalty  of  the  law  is 
eternal.  5.  Finally,  Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  penalty  of  God's  law 
against  sin  is  not  endless,  because  the  Greek  word  Ihanatos, 
which  is  applied  to  physical  death,  is  also  applied  to  moral 
death :  and  the  scriptures  say,  by  the  use  of  this  same  word 
thanaios  that  both  physical  and  moral  death  shall  be  destroyed. 
Now,  how  thanatos  can  be  made  to  exclude  physical  life,  when 
applied  to  physical  death,  and  at  the  same  time  embrace  an  ele- 
ment of  moral  life,  when  applied  to  moral  death,  I  leave  the 
gentleman  to  explain  at  his  leisure.  As  to  the  destruction  men- 
tioned in  1  Cor.  xv.  54,  55,  it  relates  wholly  to  the  death  of 
the  body,  which  will  be  revoked  at  the  general  resurrection.  But 
this  effects  no  change  in  the  moral  character :  but,  on  the  contrary, 
our  Lord  says,  'Hhey  that  have  done  evil  shall  come  forth  to  the 
resurrection  of  damnation.*' 

The  foregoing  are  some,  not  all  of  the  inconsistencies  of  the 
gentleman*s  reasoning  on  this  point;  and  after  this  multiplication 
of  words  and  flourish  of  trunipels,  as  tboueh  I  were  wholly  de- 
molished, or  at  best  in  a  uosition  where  fartner  resit^tance  would 
be  fruitless,  with  a  modesty  only  equaled  by  that  of  a  certain 
general  on  the  battle  ground  of  Buena  Vista,  he  calts  upon  me  to 
surrender  at  discretion.  I  beg  to  be  excused.  I  never  surrender^ 
much  less  in  obedience  to  such  a  siimrnoas. 

Mr.  Austin  says  men  fall  into  error  and  absurdity  for  the  want 
of  reason.  This  is  true  :  it  is  the  ground  I  have  taken.  It  is  the 
want  of  perfection,  and  infalibility  in  human  reason,  which  makes 
revelation  necessarv.  And  the  same  deficiency  in  reason  proves 
the  point  for  which  I  contend,  viz :  that  reason  must  not  pre- 
sume to  dictate,  negatively  or  positively,  in  regard  to  the  plain 
^  doctrines  of  revelation.  The  truth  of  the  doctrine  should  be  deter- 
mined by  the  testimony  of  reveiation,  and  not  by  ihe  approval, 
or  disapproval  of  that  reason  which  is  so  liable  to  err  as  to  need 
th€  interterence  and  corrective  voice  of  revelat  on.  If  our  reason 
sees  occasion  to  approve  a  doctrine  made  known  to  us  by  revela- 
tion, we  have  additional  satisfaction  in  receiving  the  doctrine  as 
true :  but  if  our  reason  fails  to  comprehend,  or  to  perceive  the  prin- 
ciples, and  facts  which  sustain  a  doctrine  of  revelation,  the  doc- 
trine is  not  on  that  account  false. 

As  to  pure  reason  of  which  Mr.  Austin  says  so  much,  no  such 
reason  can  be  predicated  of  man  in  his  sinfw  state.  In  his  best, 
and  most  improved  condition  in  this  life,  he  is  liable  to  err  oii  th« 
most  vital  points.  Against  this  there  is  no  security  except  in  hum- 
ble reliance  upon  the  infallible  teachings  of  revelation.  I  suspect 
however,  should  the  gentleman  give  us  a  definition  of  purt  r^fon 
it  would  be, — ^*tkat  reason,  which  rejects  orthodoxy,  and  efi^himces 
Universalism.^' 

Mr.  Austin's  1 1th  negative  aiigument  is,  that  my  iodrihe  ifpt^i* 
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•eoto  Golf  as **  perpetuating  voluntartIy,unnecex8arily, niid  forever, 
that  which  is  in  opposition  lo  his  nature  and  the  good  of  bis  crea- 
tures." This  objection  does  not  lie  against  my  theory*  though  it 
may  be  maintained  with  effect  aj;ainst  the  theory  of  Mr.  Austin. 
The  gentleman  here  admits  that  sin  is.  in  itself,  opposed  to  the  na- 
ture of  God,  and  the  best  good  of  his  creatures.  The  real  difficulty 
therefore,  is,  to  account  for  its  existence  at  all — not  to  account  for 
the  d'jtralion  of  its  existence.  The  duration  of  sin  and  misery  is 
subordinate  in  point  of  importance,  to  the /ad  of  its  existence.  The 
above  objection,  a  priora,  against  the  supposition  that  sin  would 
ever  exist,  would  have  much  weight;  but  alter  its  existence,  it  can 
have  no  force  as  to  its  duration.  Adam  and  Eve  while  yet  in  the 
bliss  and  innocence  of  Paradise,  might  have  reasoned,  upon  this 
principle,  against  the  idea  that  God  would  ever  allow  them  to  be 
sinful  and  miserable.  After  the  destruction  of  the  earth  by  the 
floods,  Noah  and  his  sons  might  have  used  this  argument  to  quiet 
their  fears  respecting  tne  probability  that  sin  would  ever  again  curse 
the  earth,  regenerated,  and  now  rising  anew  from  a  state  of  chaos  : 
and  the  reasoning  would  not  have  been  destitute  of  plausibility. 
But  after  the  existence  of  sin — its  prevalence  co-exlensive  with  the 
race — and  its  duration  for  so  many  thousand  yeajrs,  the  objection 
we  are  considering  against  the  supposition  that  it  may  exist  forever, 
is  perfectly  futile.  Why  does  sin  exist  at  all  ?  Mr.  Austin  can- 
not answer  this  question,  without  contradicting  the  position  taken 
in  ihls  negative  argument.  Sin  does  not  exist  because  God  loves 
it,  for  it  is  '*in  opposition  to  his  nature  ;"  it  does  not  exist  for  the 
good  of  man,  for  it  is  opposed  ''to  the  best  good  of  his  creatures." 
Why,  then,  does  it  exist  ?  Mr.  Austin  says,  if  it  exist  forever,  God 
mu^t  perpetuate  it  voluntarily,  I  answer,  if  it  existaf  a//, God  must 
(on  his  principles,)  perpetuate  it  voluntarily.  Mr.  Austin  says,  if 
sin  exist  forever,  God  must  perpetuate  it  unnecessarily.  I  answer, 
(on  his  principles)  if  sin  exist  a  limited  time*  God  perpetuates  it 
unecesfarily.  Mr.  Austin  must  take  one  of  the  following  conclu- 
sions. ].  God  does  now  perpetuate,  voluntarily  Sind  utinccessurily, 
that  which  is  in  opposition  to  his  nature  and  the  good  of  his  crea- 
tures :  or,  2.  Sin  and  misery,  though  •*  opposed  to  his  nature  and 
the  good  of  his  creatures,"  are,  nevertheless,  necessary  to  his  glory 
and  the  interests  of  his  creatures:  or,  3.  His  theory  is  chimerical, 
his  reasoning  sophistica',  and  his  conclusion  false. 

Mr.  Austin's  tenth  objection  to  endless  punishment  in,  that  it 
represents  God  as  violating  **  the  moral  principles  he  has  enjoined 
on  his  creatures."  That  this  objection  is  false,  is  sufficiently  plain 
from  the  following  facts.  1.  It  overlooks  the  nature  and  design 
of  the  gospel,  in  its  nature  it  is  adapted  to  the  condition  and 
wants  of  men  as  moral  agents ; — its  design  is  to  provide  and  offer 
salvation  to  men,  not  to  compel  its  acceptance.  2.  It  assumes  that 
God  is  bound  to  continue  the  means  of  ^race  and  ofTers  of  life  to 
sinners  forever,  however  despised  and  rejected  by  them.  .  But  the 
scriptures  directly  and  repeatedly  declare  the  coutcarY. 
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God  says  bis  •»  spirit  shall  not  always  strirc  with  nuin.**  He  said 
of  Ephraim,  he  •*  is  joineti  to  his  idols,  let  him  alone.*'  God  did 
not  coiitimie  his  warninzs  to  the  ge:ieratioiis  before  the  floo  I  for- 
ever,—and  his  forebearance  towards  the  Jewish  nation  ceased, 
when  Christ  said,  *•  behold  your  house  is  left  unto  you  desolate/' 
Paul  speaks  of  some  who  were  given  up  **  to  believe  a  lie :  that 
they  all  mif^ht  be  damned  who  believed  not  the  truth,  but  had  pleas- 
ure in  unriffhteousness."  3.  It  presents  a  false  view  of  the  ••  monil 
principles  God  has  enjoined  on  his  creatures."  It  is  true  we  should 
not  be  ••weary  in  well  doing."  yet  we  ai-e  not  res]>onsible  for  ihc 
conduct  of  those  whose  benefit  we  seek,  nor  for  the  results  of  that 
conduct  to  themselves  :  but  after  a  certain  amount  of  effort  to  re- 
store offenders,  we  are  directed  to  have  no  more  fellowship  with 
them — to  treat  them  "  as  a  heathen  man  and  Publican."  4.  This 
objection  assumes  the  very  point  in  dispute,  viz. — that  the  final 
perdition  of  the  ungoJly  is  inconsistent  with  the  "principles  God 
nas  enjoined  o:i  his  creatures."  This  is  so  far  from  being  true, 
that  it  agrees  with  the  plainest  declarations  of  his  word,  and  har- 
monizes with  his  judicial  proceedings  in  the  present  life. 

In  his  reply  to  my  argument  on  the  common  consent  of  mankind, 
Mr.  Austin  says  he  esteems  it  the  iceakest  he  has  ever  heard. 
This  declaration  was  wholly  unnecessary.  I  should  have  been 
led  to  suppose  he  regarded  it  in  that  light,  from  the  extreme  weak- 
nes.^  of  his  answer.  He  repeats  for  the  fifth  or  sixth  time  the  d(  lea- 
ration  of  Cicero,  that  the  ancients  **  invented  ii.fernal  punishments 
of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe  in  this  life."  He  might 
have  quoted  "Julian  the  Apostate,"  or  Voltaire  or  Payne, to  sus- 
tain the  same  point,  and  even  to  prove  that  Christ  was  an  arch 
impostor,  and  the  whole  system  of  Christianity  an  *'  invention." 
Cicero  was  a  skeptic;  he  did  not  believe  in  the  doctrines  of  a  fu- 
ture state  at  all.  Warburton  says,  "  In  his  letters  to  his  friends, 
where  we  see  the  nun  (Cicero)  divested  of  the  politician  and  the 
sophist,  he  professes  his  disbelief  of  a  future  state  in  the  frankest 
manner."  But  should  we  allow  Cicero  to  be  good  authority,  the 
gentleman  is  far  from  the  point  he  aims  at,  since  the  quoiatipn 
from  Cicero  speaks  only  of  certain  "  infernal  punishments" — not 
of  the  doctrine  or  idea  of  futuie  retribution.  As  idol- worship  was 
and  is  a  corruption  of  true  divine  worship,  so  the  infernal  punish- 
ments invented  by  the  ancients  were  a  corruption  of  the  import- 
ant truth,  that  men  will  be  held  responsible  in  another  life,  for 
their  conduct  in  this.  Mr.  Austin  says  my  argument  is  '*  predica- 
ted on  the  assumption,  that  numbers  decide  the  truth  of  doctrines." 
This  is  not  true,  though  there  is  nothing  more  depended  on  than 
numbers  to  keep  Universrdism  in  countenance;  hence  the  great 
anxiety  to  multiply  converts.  My  object  in  presenting  this  ail- 
ment was  to  show  that  the  common  sense  of  men,  whidh  la  claioMi 
in  support  of  Universaiism,  is  directly  and  decidedly  against  ^; 
jwdp  to  fmr  at  \\  c%ti  \]a.x«  >K«\^ht  in  the  argument^  it  pw\j(^mu* 
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teins  the  rww9  for  which  I  eontend.  In  rep^rcl  to  fature  And  end- 
less panisbment,  common  con-^ent  has  ^rent  weight,  since  it  con- 
nects itself  with  God*»  ortgiaal  communieations  of  truth  to  the 
faaman  fanily. 

A  comparison  of  what  I  said  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarns,  with 
Mr.  Austin's  comments  on  the  subject,  wiU  show  what  pains  the 
gentleman  haa  taken  to  misrepreaent  me.     This  can  be  done  with- 
out my  assistance.     Mr.  Austin's  explanation  of  what  Christ  says 
of  tti«  rich  man  and  Lazarus,  is  so  chiUish,  contradictory  and^ab- 
anrd,  as  scarcely  to  merit  the  least  attention.     It  even  lacks'his 
usua^  in^penuity.     For  instance :  he  says  the  g^reat  gulf  spoken  of 
by  our  Lerd,  **  signifies  the  unheiief  of  the  Jews."     If  this  he  true, 
it  fol.'ows,  -as  this  gulf  cannot  be  passed  over,  the  Jews  are  fixed 
in  eternal  unbelief,  without  the  possibility  of  escape,  and  the 
Gientiles  must  belicTe,  and  cannot  do  otherwise.     Yet  these  sup- 
positions are  directly  contradicted  by  facts  on  both  sides  of  the 
gulf.    Thousands  of  the  Jews  have   believed   in   Christ,  and 
paaeed  over  one  way )  and  thousands  of  Gentiles  who  once  be- 
lieved in  Chrittt  have  apostatized  from  him,  and  passed  over  the 
other  way.     He  says  the  rich  man  represents  the  Jews,  especially 
their  priesthood.    And  yet  we  are  told  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
that  '*  a  great  company  of  the  priests  were  obedient  to  the  faith'* 
— and  thus  passed  the  gulf  dunng  Apostolic  times,  though  Christ 
informs  us  it  could  not  oe  passed  over.     The  gentleman  still  far- 
ther says,  the  rich  man  in  hell  [hadeii'\  represents  ^^  the  wretched 
condition  of  the  Jews* ' — and  **  the  beggar  represents  the  Gentile 
world.'     If  this  be  correct,  wJiiy  did  not  Mr.  Austin  extend  his 
•xpianation  a  little  farther,  and  tell  us  that  the  rich  man  (the 
Jews)  has  for  1800  years  lifted  up  his  eyes  in  hell,  being  in  tor- 
ment ^that  the  Jews  (represented  by  the  rich  man,)  have  ac- 
knowledged themselvas  tormented  on  account  of  their  rejection  of 
~  the  true  Messiah  and  his  gospel,  and  have  deprecated  by  piteous 
lamentations,  the  consequence  of  their  unbelief,  earnestly  de- 
firing  to  be  delivered  from  it — that  they  have  besought  in  rain 
that  Lazarus  (the  (Gentile  world)  might  come  to  their  relief,  es- 
pecially that  he  might  be  sent  to  the  nve  brethren  of  the  Jewish 
nation,  lest  they  also  should  come  into  that  place  of  torment — 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  Abraham  has  refused  them  the  least 
alleviation,  declared  the  gulf  to  be  impassable,  their  ease  to  be 
hopeless,  and  will  not  allow  Lazarus  (the  Gentile  worki)  even 
to  warn  the  five  brethren  of  the  Jewish  nation,  that  they  may 
be  saved  from  that  place  of  torment.     And  while  on  the  subject, 
i«  would  have  been  well  if  he  had  given  the  explanation  of  the 
^th  and  31st  verses — ^^  And  he  said,  nay,  father  Abraham  :  but 
ii  one  went  unto  them  from  the  dead,  they  will  repent.    And  he 
said  unto  him,  if  they  hear  not  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  neither 
will  they  be  persuaded,  though  one  rose  from  the  dead."     Such 
M*  the  wild  sjmI  ioconaisteot  viewa:  reached  hy  ihoee  who  aacft^ 
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fic«  sober  cntiemif  mi4  violate  comet  niles  ol  iatepretmtioii,  io 

obtain  suppurt  lor  a  false  theory. 

Mr.  Austin  says  John  v.  28,  29,  deeertbes  a  monU  os  spkitual 
resurrection.  Let  us  look  at  this.  1.  Christ  had  juat  spokes 
of  moral  death  and  spiritual  resurrection  in  the  24th  ana  25tli 
verses.  He  then  says,  verse  38th.  '*Marv«l  not  at  ihis  :**  at  what ! 
This  that  I  have  just  said — *^  the  dead  (morally)  ahail  hear  the  voice 
of  the  Sou  of  man,  and  they  that  hear,  riiall  live."  Mr.  Austio's 
ei[planation  makes  Christ  repeat  the  same  thing  the  second  time, 
as  a  proof  that  it  was  true  as  announced  the  first  time.  That  is, 
*'  marvel  not  that  ^*  the  dead  shall  hear  the  voice  of  the  So»  ^ 
man,  and  they  that  hear  shall  live,"  becaase  '•*'  the  hour  is  coming 
in  which  all  that  are  in  the  graves  shall  hear  his  voice  and  come 
forth,"  &c. — ^^  by  which  I  mean  preciselv  what  I  have  already 
said,  though  in  different  language  "  ! !  2.  In  the  next  place,  looa 
at  the  points  in  which  the  two  passages  differ.  The  ^rst  pas- 
sage, (verse  23)  says,  ^^  the  hour  is  coming,  and  now  is  :"--the 
second  says  only,  ^^  the  hour  is  coming."  in  the  first  passage, 
the  life  spoken  of  is  conditional — ^he  that  hearedi  my  word  and 
beiievelh  ....  hath  everlasting  life,  and  shall  not  come 
into  condemnation,  but  is  passed  from  death  unto  life*- — *'  Ikef 
that  hear  shall  live."  In  the  seeqnd  passage,  thefe  is  no  condi- 
tion expressed — the  declaration  is  poMtiveanda6M/tile,  they  **  shall 
hear  his  voice,  and  com*  /oriA."  The  first  simply  says,  ^'iha 
dead  shall  hear  the  voice  of  the  son  of  God"^ — the  second' dedaiea 
— ^*  all  that  are  in  the  gravei  shall  hear  his  voice,  and  shall 
come/orthy  The  iiut  passage  (24,  25  verses,)  may  be  applied 
to  moral  dmtk  and  resurrection,  without  a  fig^e ;  the  second  » 
h'ighiy  fiffurative  if  such  application  be  made  made  ol  it.  From 
these  points  of  difierence.  it  is  sufficiently  evident  that  the  two 
passages  do  not  refer  to  the  same  event.  3.  According  to  Mr, 
Austin's  view  of  the  28, 29th  verses,  asthe  wordgTtteetisnjrBrattve 
the  whole  must  be  figurative.  Hence  the  following  woukTbe  a  fair 
exposition  of  the  passage.  The  hour  is  coming  in  the  which  all 
that  are  in  the  (figurative)  graves  (of  figurative  mood  death)  shaU 
hear  hie  voice  and  shall  come  forth  ;  (from  their  figarattve  graven 
of  figurative  death ;;)  they  that  have  done  (figurative)  good  (ia  thiie 
figurative  graves)  unto  the  (figurative)  resurrection  <n(fi|^radve) 
life ',  and  they  that  have  done  (figurative)  evil,  (in  their  ngura^ve 
graves)  unto  the  (figurative)  resurrection  of  (figurative )^Eiami|a»^ 
tion.  Such  consummate  folly  and  confusion  does  UaiverBalism' 
make  of  the  words  oi  Christ. 

Mr.  Austin's  ISih  negative  argument  is,  ^^  that  endless  pnaishi 
ment  dishonors  Grod  and  disgraces  Christ."  Let  us  see.  2.  114 
says  it  dishonors  Grod;  His  argument  lo  prove  il,  is^  that  Crod 
created  the  human  Jace  *^fer  his  own  pleasure."  He  tells  m 
God  took  pleaimfe  both  in  the  ^^  act  of  creation,  a»4  th&9nd  tog 
whioh  hfl  caatid  maa*"  ~  Thiaie  tni%>  aad/oa  mf  priiTipifii 
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s^e  no  dffl6«}ty  in  reeonciMng  the  niBtimee  of  ftki  und  miBeiy 
with  the  honor  and  integrity  of  Grod.     But  on  Mr.  Austin's  prin* 
etples,  the  end  for  which  men  were  created  is  made  sure  in  ererj 
case  by  an  absolute  eontroi  of  the  will,  the  condnct,  and  charac* 
ter  of  men.    Without  such  control  the  end  cannot  be  made  sure 
in  every  case^    Hence  not  only  in  the^rtf  and  iait  act  doea  God 
take  pleasure^  but  in  every  intermediate  act,  which  are  the  meant 
he  empioys  to  brin^  about  the  end  in  which  he  has  pleasure. 
Here  then,  not  only  is  God  make  the  direct  author  of  sin,  but  he 
takes  pieasure  in  all  the  depravity,  sin,  and  wretchedness,  which 
exist  in  the  world.     This  is  the  way  the  gentleman's  theory  vin- 
dicates the  character  of  God  from  dishonor.     Let  us  state  the 
cave  case  on  both  sides.    On  my  principles,  Grod  creitted  man  a 
moral  agent,  with  a  constitution  free  from  defect — in  a  state  dl 
moral  purity,  with  power  sufficient  to  have  stood,  and  by  perse^ 
yerance  to  have  secured  the  end  of  his  existence  in  immortality. 
If  man  is  now  miserable,  it  is  because  he  is  voluntarily  sinful — if 
any  part  of  the  race  shall  be  finally  miserable,  it  will  be  because' 
they  **  choose  death  in  the  error  of  their  ways ;''  their  perdition 
will  be  the  result  of  a  voluntary  abuse  of  those  advantages  gtveai 
them   for  nobler  ends,  and  without  which  they  would  have 
been  incapable  of  happiness.    Man  alone  is  responsible  for  the 
forfeiture  of  his  own  happiness.    On  Mr.  Austin's  principles,  God 
created  man  with  an  imperfect  constitution — ^*  suoject  to  vanity 
not  willingly'' — placed  him  in  circumstances  which  rendered  his 
•in  and  misery  unavoidable — has  the  absolute  control  of  his  will, 
and  conduct — perpetuates  his  sinful  existence  in  this  life — and  in 
thousiands  of  instances  (according  to  some  Universaliet  writers,) 
to  an  indefinite  extent  in  the  future  state,  and  all  out  of  sheer 
love,  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  him  more  holy  in  the  end. 
Yet  he  blames  and  punishes  the  sinner  for  being  sinful — for  obey- 
ing those  impulses  which  God  himself  imparts  to  the  mind.    Th^ 
substance  or  this  is,  that  God  alone  is  responsible  for  every  ad, 
and  every  result*    Which  of  these  theories  dishonors  God  1 

2.  Mr.  Austin  says  it  disgraces  Christ.  How  so  1  His  argu- 
ment is.  Christ  was  sent  to  save  all  men,  and  if  he  does  not  suc- 
ceed he  will  be  disgraced.  But  let  me  ask  Mr.  Austin  what 
Christ  was  sent  into  the  world  to  save  men  from  ?  Was  it  to 
save  men  from  sin  in  this  life  ?  If  so,  on  the  principles  of  Uni-* 
versalism,  he  does  not  succeed,  and  must  be  disgraced.  Was  it 
to  save  men  from  sin  in  another  life  ?  Why  then  did  he  come 
into  this  life,  to  do  what  can  only  be  done  in  the  future  state? 
Besides,  as  the  gentleman  well  knows  the  standard  writers  on 
Uni versalism  generally  confine  the  work  of  salvation  to  this  lifey 
and  assert  there  is  no  need  of  salvation  in  the  life  to  come.  Was 
it  to  save  all  men  from  endless  punishment  ?  Mr.  Austin  don't 
bdiieve  they  were  ever  exposed  to  such  punishment.  Was  it  id 
reatore  final  hoUoets^and  happiness-?    Mr.  Austin  doa*t  betieve 
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men  ever  lost  final  holinesB  »iid  happiness.  He  doti^  beliere  tk 
advent  of  Christ  neetstwry  to  the  salTation  of  mny  man,  or  tkata 
a'moclc  individiml  is  more  sure  of  bearen  than  he  wookl  haTebect 
if  Clirist  had  never  existed.  How  then  is  Christ  to  be  difgncii 
by  failinc  to  aecompiish  the  object  of  his  miasion  ?  The  tnttk 
is.  aceordinc  to  UniTersalism,  Christ  is  in  no  sense  a  Savior  of 
all  men.  He  in  degraded,  and  robbed  of  his  titles  and  work,  aai 
as  efeetnally  disgraced  as  the  Infidelity  of  men  can  disgrace  kia. 
— [  7Vsi<  4xpired. 


[MR.  AUSTni'fl  EUCVXNTH  RJBPLT.] 

Oint.  Moierators: — Near  the  clos^  of  his  last  speeek,  Mr- 
Holmes  introJnced  his  eigktetnth  An^nment  in  the  Affir^lati▼^ 
It  rests,  he  tells  u^  on  the  meaning  of  the  wor«l8  ectrlasting  and 
forever,  when  applied  to  ffiture  pHninhment.  It  must  beaeknow- 
leU'sJ  by  alt  who  hive  witnessed  this  discussion,  that  EMer 
Holmes  has  heen  evceelingly  unfortunate  in  his  criticisms  on  the 
original  words  involved  in  oar  investigations.  The  same  fatality 
he  will  find  awaits  his  eflRirts  in  the  present  instanee. 

He  acknowledges  that  aion,  aionion,  &c.,  are  frequently  used 
in  an  indefinite  and  limited  sense.     This  concession   he  could  not 
refrain  from  making,  because  I  had  already  introduced  a  laqn 
number  of  p  issages  where  they  indicate  a  limited  time.     But  in 
this  acknowledgement,  he  allows  ail  I  can  ask,  to  give  the  whole 
of  this  philoloj[;ical  argumnt  into  my  hands.     If  aioni%n  and 
otontot,  were  very  commonly  used  bv  the  scripture  writers,  to  de^ 
note  a  limited  period  of  duration,  as  he  admits,  then  the  fact  that 
these  words  are  used  to  describe  punishment,  aflTords  no  proof 
that  such   punishment  is  endless.     Let  my  brother  and  the  pub- 
lic bear  in  mind,  that  he  is  in  the  afiirmaiive  on  this  question. 
Here  are  certain  words,  which,  while  th.y  often  signify  strictlv 
endless  time,  he  admits  they  also  frequently  mean  a  limited  peri« 
od — time  that  comes  to  an  end.     Now  when  one  of  these  indefi- 
nite words  is  appKed  to  punishment.  Elder  Holmes  a^rm«  it  means 
strictly  endless  duration.     I  deny  it.     Does  it  not  follow,  on 
every  principle  of  logic,  that  he  must  proceed  to  prou;  his  affirma- 
tion true?     In  no  way  can  this  be  done,  but  oy  showing  that 
there  is  something  in  the  nature  and  object  of  punishment,  that 
make  it  netevtarily  endless.    Until  he  does  this  satisfactorHy,  be 
accomplishes  nothing.     Let  me  illustrate  by  the  word  "laige.^ 
We  speak  oivi  large  tree,  and  a  large  pin.     Does  ^*  large,"  mean 
the  Slime  size  in  both  cases.   Suppose  my  friend  should  assert,  and 
attempt  to  maintain,  that  in  a  certain  country  they  maniilaetured 
PINS  as  large  sl%  trees.     When  called  upon  for  pfoef,'he  iatrs* 
duces  a  letter  from  a  friend  in  that  country,  who  writes  that  in 
his  neighborhood  there  is  a  manufactory  of  Wotfc^  ptti  V  MI^  ki 
^^JMHMada  t»  mMntMtk  \i'}  ax^  a.*9«teaL  to  locienat  as  tfta^iNM 
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*^large/^  when  connected  with  tree*  means  a  tree  at  Jeast  an 
hundred  feet  in  length,  therefore  the  sarae  word  "large,"  at- 
tached to  pin^  proves  that  pins  are  an  hundred  feet  long.  Who 
could  but  admire  such  an  argument !  Would  he  not  be  required 
to  show  from  the  structure  of  the  pin,  that  it  was  of  that  enor- 
mous length,  rather  than  to  depend  on  the  indefinite  meaning  of 
*Marge."  Yet  similar  is  the  reasoning  of  my  opponent,  on  the 
subject  under  consideration.  Because  aionion,  a  word  of  the  most 
indrfinite  meaning,  signifies  time  without  end,  when  applied  to 
Go.i,  or  his  attributes,  he  contends  that  it  has  the  same  signifi- 
cation in  connection  whh  punishment,  which  of  itself,  has  not  the 
slightest  element  of  endiesness ! !  Such  logic  cannot  produce 
conviction  on  any  enlightened  mind. 

Mr.  Holmes  maintains  that  the  etymology  of  the  word  aion — 
its  primary  grammatical  meaning— is  endless  duration  ;  that  such 
is  its  general  usage  in  the  scriptures ;  that  those  places  where  it 
is  used  in  a  limited  sense,  arc  only  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 
of  its  usage,  and  that  it  devolves  on  me  to  prove  that  its  applica- 
tion to  punishment,  is  included  within  these  exceptions.     Allowing 
all  his  premises  in  this  statement    to  be  correct,  it  would  give  no 
weight  to  his  argument.     I  have  already  proved  that  there  are 
none  of  the  elements  of  endless  duration  in  the  nature  of  pun- 
ishment— that  it  is  corrective,  reformatory — ^and  hence  must  neces' 
sarily  cease.    Moreover,  I  have  shown  that  God  has  positively 
declared  he  will  not  cast  off,  nor  contend  [punish]  forever  1 1 
This  establishes  the  fact,  that  punishment  is  legitimately  within 
the  exceptions  which  my  opponent  allows  exist  to  his  general  rule. 
But  I  dissent  wholly  from  his  rule,  both  in  regard  to  general  usage, 
and  etymology.     The  general  usage  of  aion  and  its  derivatives, 
in  the  scriptures,  I  insist,  is  not  endless  duration,  but  ituiefiniie 
duration,  longer  o^  shorter,  in  accordance  with  the  object  they 
qualify.     In  proof  of  this  position  to  show  that  the  nature  of  the 
subject  with  which  these  words  are  connected,  must  determine 
the  duration  they  express — I  could  introduce  the  testimony  of 
many  of  the  most  eminent  scholars  and  commentators. — Donne- 
gan  gives  the  following  derinition  of  aion — ^' Time  3  a  space  of 
time;  life  time  and  life;  the  ordinary  period  of  man's  life;  the 
age  of  man  ;  man's  estate ;  a  long  period  of    time ;  eternity.*' 
While  he  gives  one  sense  of  endless  duration  to  aon,  he  furnishes 
ssvsn  different  instances,  where  it  has  the  meaning  of  indefinite 
duration  .     Schleusner  gives  the  following  as  the  definition  of 
aion  : — "  Any  space  oftiine,  whether  longer  or  shorter,   past, 
present,  or  future,   to  be  determined  by  the  persons  or  things 
spoken  of,  and  the  scope  of  the  subjects ;  the  life  or  age  of  man ; 
any  space  in  which  we  measure  human  life,  from  birth  to  death." 
M'ukttighf,  says  in  regard  to   aion  and  aionios — "  These  words, 
being  ambigous,  are  always  to  be  understood  according  to  the 
nature  tkXkd  circumstances  01  the  things  to  which  they  are  applied." 


944  AfTsrm's  Bi/«VBifTii  tepLT 

Professor  Stiiart  says — **  The  New  Testament  usage  differs  from 
the  classical  one,  in  that  aion  in  the  New  Testament  most  usually 
means  an  iNDsnNiTE.  unlimited  period  of  time  ;  whereas,  in  the 
elassies,  the  sense  (Kvum,  $eculum^  age,  generation,  in  respect  to 
time,  appears  to  he  its  most  usual  meaning."  Maclaine,  m  his 
Mosheim,  says — "  The  word  ahn^  or  (row,  is  commonly  used 
among  Greek  writers,  but  in  different  senses.  Its  signification  in 
the  Gnostic  system,  is  not  rery  evident,  and  several  learned  men 
have  despaired  of  finding  out  its  true  signification.  Aion,  orcpon, 
among  the  ancients,  was  used  to  signi^  the  age  of  maw,  or  the 
duration  of  human  life.  In  after  times,  it  was  employed  by  phi- 
losophers to  express  the  duration  of  spiritual  and  invisible  beings." 
These  citations  might  be  greatly  multiplied.  They  prove  that  a 
limited  meaning  to  nion  and  deriTatives,  is  not  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  of  its  scripture  usage,  but  clearly  witnin  that 
rule ;  and  they  establish  the  fact,  that  indefinite  duration,  and  not 
endle9S,  is  the  primary  meaning  of  these  words. 

Mr.  Holmes  attaches  great  importance  to  the  etymology  of  Aion, 
as  supporting  his  position,  that  endless  time  is  its  primary  mean- 
ing. He  asserts  that  it  is  compounded  of  aei,  ever,  or  always, 
and  on^  being — ever-being.  It  is  not  an  established  fact  that  these 
are  the  roots  of  aion.  Some  lexicographers  insist  that  aion  comes 
from  the  verb  aio.  Others  contend  that  it  is  composed  of  nta,  a 
poetical  word,  signifying  the  world,  and  ow,  to  exist.  Be  this, 
however,  as  it  may,  acknowledging  that  aion  comes  from  aei  and 
on,  it  will  be  allowed  that  all  its  meaning  of  duration,  is  derived 
from  aei.  Now  I  maintain  that  this  word  is  never  used  in  the 
scriptures,  to  signify  endlets  duration  ;  but  its  scriptural  usage  or 
meaning  is  continHoti$,  uninterrupted.  It  is  found  eight  times  in 
the  New  Testament)  as  follows: — "And  the  multitude,  crying 
aloud,  began  to  desire  him  [Pilate]  to  do  as  he  had  ever  [aei — 
always]  done  unto  them." — (Markxv,  8.)  "Ye  stiff-necked  and 
uneircumcised  in  heart  and  ears,  ye  do  always  [aei — continually] 
resist  the  Holy  Spirit :  as  your  fathers  did,  so  do  you." — (Acts 
vii.  61.)  *•  For  we  which  live  are  always  delivered  [afi— con- 
tinually exposed)  unto  death." — (2  Cor.  iv,  11.)  "The  Cretans 
are  always  [aei — habitually,  uniformly]  liars." — (Titus  i.  12.) 
"  They  do  always  [aei — continually]  err  in  their  hearts." — (Heb. 
iii.  10.)  "  Be  ready  always  [aei — constantly]  to  eive  an  an- 
swer to  every  man  that  asketh  you  a  reason  for  the  hope  that  is 
in  you." — (I  Peter  iii.  18.)  "  Wherefore  I  will  not  be  negligent 
to  put  you  always  [aei  -constantly]  in  remembrance  of  these 
things." — (2  Peter  i.  12.)  These,  if  I  do  not  err,  are  all  the  in- 
stances where  aei  occurs  in  the  New  Testament.  It  will  be  seen 
that  it  has  not,  in  a  single  case,  the  signification  of  endleu  dura* 
tion.     In  every  instance,  it  has  the  meaning  of  "constantly,^ 

^J|g|faitenruptedly ." 

Hl^VHpekMueal  usaf^t  ol  fti  «tciOA  VoA^^  ^milar  to  the  scHpttiniL 
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The  ancient  poet  Cleanthusy  in  a  hymn  to  Jove,  uses  the  follow- 
ing language : — "  For  thus  hast  thou  connected  the  ^ood  with 
the  evil  in  one  system,  that  one  continually  existing  [aien  eonta] 
principle  of  reason  is  in  all ;  from  which,  whoever  of  mortals 
are  wicked,  ill-starred,  are  endeavoring  to  escape,  because,  in- 
deed, CONTINUALLY  [si— Constantly]  coveting  the  possessions  of 
the  good,"  etc.  In  the  same  poem,  he  exclaims — "0  Jupiter, 
EVER  [aiei]  conquering  all." — "I  will  sing  your  power  continu- 
ally [aien.]_  And  again — "There  is  nothing  more  incumbent 
on  mortals,  nor  on  the  gods,  than  justly  to  celebrate  the  univers- 
al law  CONTINUALLY  " — [ai.] 

These  quotations  establish  the  fact  that  «i  BigniAes  constant^ 
continuous,  an  indefinite  period  of  time,  and  not  strictly  endlest. 
Now  as  si  does  not  of  itself,  contain  the  sense  of  endless  dura- 
tion, how  can  it  impart  that  meaning  when  compounded  into  aion 
or  aionion.  Will  our  hearers,  will  the  public,  reflect  on  this 
question  1  The  Elder's  position  that  the  etymological  or  gram- 
matical sense  of  aion  or  aionios  is  endless  time,  falls  to  the 
earth,  to  slumber  with  his  other  lame  attempts  at  criticism. 

Mr.  Holmes  says  he  has  proved  by  the  best  commentators, 
that  aion  and  aionios,  signify  eternal  duration.  He  has  only 
shown  that  sometimes  these  words  have  that  meaning,  and  that 
at  other  times  they  have  not.  If  any  lexicographer  declares 
they  signify  "endless  time,"  when  applied  to  punishment,  he 
steps  be^'ond  the  record,  and  asserts  what  cannot  be  sustained, 
as  I  have  clearly  proved  already. 

My  opponent  gives  Edward's  assertion  that  in  sixty-five  cases 
in  the  Bible,  aion  signifies  endless  time.  That  there  are  as  many 
instances  as  this  where  aion  is  applied  to  things  that  are  in  them- 
selves endless,  and  hence  in  these  cases  convey  a  meaning  of 
endless  duration,  I  have  no  doubt.  But  can  Edwards,  my 
friend  Holmes,  or  any  other  man,  show  one  instance  where  aion 
or  aionios  has  a  signification  of  time  without  end,  when  applied 
to  punishment  ?  This  is  impossible.  I  know  he  borrows 
a  pompously  arranged  table  prepared  by  some  wise-acre,  who 
gravely  asserts  that  aion  and  aionion  occur  21  times  in  reference 
to  endless  punishment.  And  the  Elder  finally  musters  courage^ 
after  some  little  hesitation,  and  valiantly  endorses  it,  without  in 
fact,  having  the  slightest  glimpse  of  knowledge  or  apparantly 
the  slightest  care,  whether  the  table  is  true  or  false.  But  what 
dependence  can  be  placed  on  this  man's  assertion,  or  my  friend's 
endorsement  1  Not  the  least.  Professor  Stuart  holds  up  to  the 
world  the  blundering  ignorance  both  of  the  framer  and  the  en- 
dorser of  this  wonderful  table.  He  claims  but  SEVEN  instances 
in  the  New  Testament,  where  aionios  is  ever  applied  to  future 
punishment.  But  if  aionios  is  applied  in  a  single  case  to  future  pun- 
Mhment,  which  I  deny,  it  would  not  prove  it  to  be  endless.  Recol- 
lect that  is  the  only  point  before  us.    Instead  of  feeble  ^x^^^n^^^^^ 
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assertions,  let  the  gentleman  buckle  on  the  aymoar,  and  »lu)w  a 
single  passage  in  the  Bibler  where  it  is  evident  from  the  nature 
of  punishment,  anl  iU  designs,  that  aionios  when  connected  with 
it,  has  the  signification  of  endless  time.  This  is  the  only  true 
method  to  determine  the  duration  expressed  by  a  word  so  indefi- 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  several  pasnages  where  aionion  evidently 
means  ceaseless  lime.  But  in  all  these  cases  it  u  connected 
with  the  being  or  attributes  of  God,  or  with  things  pertaining  to 
an  immortal  state  of  existence. 

The  Elder  introduces  a  few  passages  of  scripture,  in  which  he 
gives  "  age  lasting,"  as  the  meaning  of 'aionion,  to  show  its  ah- 
surdity.  Among  others  he  read  the  following — "  For  we  know 
that  if  our  earthly  house  of  this  tabernacle  were  dissolved,  wc 
have  a  building  ol  God,  a  house  not  made  with  hands,  eternal  in 
the  heavens."— (2  Cor.  v.  1.)  He  says  I  would  read  it  ''aee- 
lasting  in  the  heavens."  I  call  the  audience  to  witness  that  this 
is  exceedingly  unfair,  and  unworthy  a  hi^h-minded  controversial- 
ist. I  have  not  taken  the  ground  that  aionion  in  alx  cases,  sig- 
nifies age-lasting,  or  an  indefinite  period  of  time.  I  have  repeat- 
edly denned  my  position  to  be  that,  when  applied  to  punishment, 
and  other  things  which  from  their  nature  are  temporary,  then 
aionion  signifies  a  limited  duration.  But  that  when  used  in  re- 
ference to  the  Deity,  his  attributes,  or  to  any  thin^  connected 
with  an  immortal  existence,  it  then  conveys  a  meaning  of  strict- 
ly endless  duration.  Hence  in  the  passage  I  have  noticeJ,  and 
other  like  places,  aionion  may  properly  be  rendered — **  eternal 
[unending]  in  the  heavens."  Let  my  opponent  quote  any  pas- 
sage where  aionion  is  connected  with  punishmnct,  and  read  it 
**  age-lasting."  In  all  such  cases,  it  will  be  seen  the  reading  is 
perfectly  consistent  and  grammatical.  The  Rider  is  either  so 
olind  that  he  cannot,  or  so  stubborn  that  he  will  not,  see  the 
ground  I  occupy  on  these  orginai  words.  But  this  is  of  little 
moment.  The  audience  and  the  public  understand  it,  and  that 
is  su^cicnt  to  make  me  content. 

Mr.  Holmes  gravely  asserts  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  the 
endless  existence  of  God,  if  aionios  does  not  signify  duration 
without  end  !  !  How  the  man  talks !  Why,  dear  friend,  it  docs 
mean  endless  time  when  applied  to  God !  Is  not  that  sufficient  ? 
Or  do  you  insist  that  unless  aionios  when  applied  to  every  things 
however  short — the  Levitical  priest-hood,  the  Jewish  slaves,  a 
man^s  life-time,  or  the  three  days  in  which  Jonah  was  in  the 
whale — means  strictly  endless  time,  there  is  no  evidence  of 
God's  eternal  being  ?  This  idea  that  the  eternity  of  Jehovah's 
existence  does  not  depend  upon  his  own  infinite  nature,  upon  the 
fact  that  he  IS,  from eveilastin^ to  everlasting,  but uponthe  gram- 
matical or  theological  construction  of  a  single  word*  tt  so  €ki(dish 
can  net4  no  mi\ovl«  xsd\\c«  ^l  my  hMds. 
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Another  position  taken  by  my  friend  is  that  if  aionion  when 
applied  to  punishment,  does  not  mean  strictly  endless  duration, 
then  there  was  no  Greek  word  by  which  the  writers  of  the  Bible 
could  have  expresi^ed  such  a  doctrine.  This  ground  was  first  oc- 
cupied by  some  rash  defender  of  endless  punishment,  possessing 
more  zeal  than  knowledge ;  and  since  that  day,  every  volunteer 
advocate  of  that  beauttful  sentiment,  has  blundered  into  the  same 
pit  of  ignorance.  Why  cannot  these  gentlemen  do  themselves 
the  justice  to  investigate  this  point  a  moment,  before  the^  expose 
a  stupidity  so  consummate.  If  there  is  no  word  but  atonion  in 
in  the  Greek  language  to  express  duration  that  is  endless,  pray 
how  did  the  early  Greek  writers  denote  unending;  time  ?  We  nave 
seen  they  never  used  that  word  in  any  case.  It  is  not  to  be  found 
in  their  most  ancient  classics.  Hence  there  must  have  been 
some  other  word  or  words,  by  which  they  conveyed  that  idea. 

A  brief  examination  will  show   us  that  the  scripture  writers 
used  several  Greek  words  beside  aionion  to  signify  endless  time. 
The  Elder  has  made  a  weak  attempt  to  forestal  tHe  introduction 
of  these  words.     Dreading  to  meet  them  in  a  fair  field,  he  fired  off 
his  gun,  coward  like,  before  the  enemy  approached,  and  then  ran 
away  and  hid  himself.     Thi^i  is  the  second  or  third  instance  in 
which  he  has  committed  the  folly  so  pointedly  condemned  by  the 
wise  man,  (Prov.  xviii.  l3j  of  answering  a  matter  before  he  hears 
it.    He  was,  however,  undoubtedly  satisfied  he  could  answer  this 
matter  much  better  before  he  heard  it,  than  afterwards.    Come 
back  my  friend,  and  enter  upon  this  investigation  like  a  man.     A 
few  examples  will  show  the  Greek  language  possesses  other 
words  than  aion  or  its  derivitives,  to  express  duration  without  end. 
1  Cor.  XV.  42, — "  So  also  is  the  resnrrection  of  the  dead.     It  is 
sown  in  corruption,  it  is  raised  in  incorritption'* — {aphtharsia — 
immortality — an  undying  existence.]     1  Cor.  xv.  53. — "  For  this 
corruptible  must  put  on  incorruption,  [aphtharsian]  and  this  mor- 
tal must  put  on  immortalitt" — [a/^mm'a— endless  existence.] 
3  Tim.  i.  9,  10. — ^  Who  hath  saved  us  and  called  us  with  a  holy 
calling,  not  according  to  our  works^  but  according  to  his  own  pur- 
pose and  grace,  which  was  given  us  in  Christ  Jesus  before  the 
world  [aionion}  began  :  but  is  now  made  manifest  by  the  appear- 
ing of  our  Savior  Jesus  Christ,  who  hath  abolished  death,  and 
brought  LIFE  and  immortality  [zoen  kai  avhtharsian — endless  ex- 
istence] to  light,  through  the  gospel.'*    Here  aionion  is  used  in  a 
limited  sense,  and  another  word,  avhtharsian,  introduced  to  desig- 
nate the  endlessness  of  the  life,  which  Christ  brought  to  lieht. — 
1  Pet.  i.  3,4.—*'  Hath  bejfotten  us  again  into  a  lively  hope,  by  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus  Christ  from  the  dead,  to  an  inheritance,  in- 
corruptible, [aphtharton]  undefiied,  and  that  tadxth  not  awat.'* 
[amaranfon— enduring,  unending.*']    Luke  i.  33. — Speaking  of 
Christ—**  And  of  his  kingdom  there  shall  be  no  zsD'*^9uk  eitai 
tatof— litemlly*  withovt  knd.]    Can  any  man  find  a  ^ayBaaa|s^A!«. 
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the  seriptorea*  wbere  this  phraseplogy  is  applied  to  panishmeDt.' 
If  endless  puiushmeot  was  designed  to  be  revealed  in  the  Bible, 
why  was  not  it  proclaimed  in  the  unmistakable  words — '^  and  of 
this  punishment  there  shall  be  no  end.'*  Ueb.  vii.  16. — **  Who  is 
made  not  after  the  law  of  a  carnal  coramandmeut,  but  after  the 
power  of  an  XNDLEss  life'*— [zoes  akatalutou — ixu:apable  of  dis* 
solution — upending.]  Heb.  x.  12.— **  But  this  man,  iChrist]  af- 
ter he  had  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sina,  roaKTxa  [<ft>nelrrg*-per» 
petually 7— endlessly]  sat  down  x>n  the  right  hand  of  God  J*  Ueb. 
z.  14. — **  For  by  one  o0enng  he  hath  perfected  roRKTxa,  {dieuski' 
tt\  them  that  are  sanctified.*' 

Here  are  five  different  Greek^  words  found  in  the  New  Testa? 
ment,  which  most  emphatically  express  ^m^sM  duratioa»  and  not 
one  of  them  was  ever  applied  to  punishment  hy  a  divine  writer. 
Let  it  never  be  said  hereafter,  by  any. who  value  theic  reputatioa 
as^ibUcal.scholarSi  that  no  Gceekword  could  be  found  to  express 
endless  puniehment,  but  that  uocertaiaiand  indefinite  word  aion,. 
and  its  derivatives.  Mf.  Holmes,  it  is  true,  takes  this  poeitioo. 
But  my  poor  friend  is  to  be  borne  with  on  account  of  bis  great 
ignorance  in  relation  to  the  matter,  and  his  distressed  situation.^ 
With  pitiable  fatuity  he  says  neither  of  these  words  are  adapted  to 
convey  ideas  of  time  or  duration.  This  is  one  of  those  hazardous 
ezpressions  for  which  my  iriend  has  become  noted.  Who  can  he 
expect  will  believe  so  groundlessan  assertion .'  Do  not  '*  forever," 
{dienekfs]  '*incorruption/' [apAxAar^ial-— **life  and  immortality,'* 
[zoen  t^pihtha^rsian^ — **  fadeth  not  away,**  lamaranion'} — «<  noend,^ 
[ouk  tslai  telas] — ^*  endless  life.**  [zoes  (ziafa/u/<m]— convey  idess 
of  time  and  duration  ?  If  not,  what  ideas  do  they  convey  ?  My 
friend  says  **  the  idea  of  having  other  words  better  adapted  to  ex- 
press endless  duration  than  aton  is  mere  cavil,  which  no  man  who 
values  his  xeputatioa  as  a  scholar  will  allow  himself  to  advocate.** 
I  reply,  no  man  who  is  a  gen/Zemoi^.  will  wilfully  mis-stale  an  op- 
ponent's position.  The  point  I  labored  to  establish  was  not  that 
there  were  other  words  better  adapted  to  express  endless  duration, 
than  aiooy  although  I  could  well  nave  taken  that  ground.  But  I 
aimed  to  answer  the  assertion  so  frequently  made,  that  there  were 
no  Greek  words  which  the  scripture  writers  could  use  to  express 
endless  punisfimeni,  except  aicm  and.atontos.  To  show  there  wen 
words  wJkich  might  have  been  thus  used,  if  the  inspired  penmen 
had,  thought  proper,  I  inirodueed  the  criticism  in  relation  to  4ifA/&ar» 
eia^  akataiutout  etc.  These  words  are. always  used  in  the  l^ew  ' 
Testament  to  signify  «fii//e|f /(/>,  end/sfi  (fum/ton—thev  bav>e  no  . 
disputed  meaning.  But  they  are  nether  apnlied  to  describe  the  i^n* 
ration  of  punishn|ent«r  The  quotation  Etdei  H.  intnoidiic^  {'paa 
some  writer  in, regard  to  akatafuioiu,  does  notefieciin  theJea^daT., 
(leSfihe  use  I  made  of  the  word..   And  it  ha«ix»t  tha#l||^lcip%i 
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ing  hunted  up  a  few  iines  from  some  obscure  aufhbr,  who  foolish* 
ly  attpnapts  to  show  that  akatalutou  does  not  mean  endless  dura- 
tion, the  £lder*8  resources  are  exhausted,  he  gasps  for  further  ut- 
lerance,  hut  nothing  will  come  forth !  He  abandons  the  other 
words  [  introduced,  and  virtually  acknowledfl^es  they  contain  the 
meaning  of  endless  duration.  As  to  Abner  Kneeland  running  into 
infidelity,  I  would  inquire  what  it  is  that  causes  thousands  to  run 
from  orthodox  conscregations  and  churches,  into  the  lowest  depths 
t>f  skepticism  ?  Where  one  man  has  gone  from  Universalism  to 
infrdeltty,  an  hu.idred  have  been  driven  oy  modern  evangelism  into 
the  same  dark  pool.  His  extraordinary  pains  to  charge  infiddity 
on  Universalists,  at  every  possible  opportunity  where  he  can  lug 
the  word  in,  is  but  a  wretched  device  of  a  guilty  heart  trying  to 
xover  up  the  fact,  that  infidelity  is  festering  eVery  where  at  thie 
very  vitals  of  the  orthodox  sects  ! 

I  have  had  frequent  occasions  to  call  the  attention  of  those  in- 
terested in  this  debate,  to  the  fatality  which  attends  all  £lder 
llolmes^  attempts  at  criticism  in  the  Greek  language.  I  can  account 
for  this,  in  no  way  but  that  he  takes  the  assertions  of  some  super* 
£cial  dabbler  in  the  original,  whom  he  blindly  follows  without 
having  any  means  of  knowing  whether  the  declarations  he  copies 
are  sound  or  unsound — thus  exemplifying  the  Savior's  decara- 
tion,  **  when  the  blind  lead  the  blind,  they  ooth  fall  into  thediteh.** 
He  has  made  a  marvelous  discovery  in  support  of  endless  paaish- 
ment  in  the  Greek  word  "  eis"  He  insists  this  word  whan  used 
in  connection  with  atonios,  adds  to  its  duration.  But  what  necea* 
sity  is  there  of  adding  any  thing  to  aionios,  if  that  word  already, 
grammatically  and  primarily  signifies  endless  duration  1  This  great 
anxiety  to  give  strength  to  that  word,  indicates  clearly  that  he  has 
no  confidence  himself  in  his  attempts  to  make  its  original  meaa- 
ing  to  be  endless  time. 

He  says  that  wherever  the  sense  of  the  pas^e  requires  an  ind' 
less  signification^  aionios  is  construed  with  eif;  and  that  in  those  ea> 
MS  in  which  aionios  is  clearly  limited,  the  word  eis  ie  not  found. 
Were  we  to  allow  the  correctness  of  this  position,  it  would  prove 
fatal  to  my  opponent  in  a  variety  of  ways.  1.  It  takes  from  hie 
hand  several  passages  of  scripture  which  he  and  others  of  his  school 
frequently  quote  in  defence  of  endless  punishment  For  instance, 
in  2  Thess.  i.  9 — *'  Who  shall  be  punished  with  everlasting  des- 
truction, [olethron  aion ion,]  from  the  presence  of  theXord,"  ete. 
Jude  7 — '*£ven  as  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  *  *  *  *  are  set 
forth  for  an  example,  suffering  the  vengeance  of  eternal  fire,  [puree 
aionion.]  Mark  iii.  29-^In  reference  to  the  blasphemy  against  the 
Holy  Ghost,  ^'  but  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damnation" — [aionion  kri- 
eeos.]  In  these  passages  ^\tis**  ia  wholly  omitted ;  and  hence  ae- 
£ording  to  Elder  Holmes'  own  rule,  the  word  aionion  is  **  eleariy 
L[IVflT£D"  in  its  meaning.  Yet  this  astute  scholar  ie  ia  the  eoo- 
f  tant  habit  of  quoting  these  paseagee  to  prove  endlese  poniahmftat. 
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Let  no  adventiiTOiis  defender  of  the  sweet  doctriae  of  iatenninable 
burninn,  ever  qaote  them  again  in  its  defence.  The  Elder  bss 
decided  that  *'etV*  being  absent,  they  mean  a  limited  punishment. 
2.  His  construction  of  **  eis^  destroys  the  eternity  of  the  salvation 
effected  by  Christ,  and  of  a  future  existence.  Heb.  r.  9 — **  And 
being  made  perfect  he  became  the  author  of  eternal  salration  [wtt- 
rias  aumion'\  unto  all  them  that  obey  them." —  Heb.  ix.  12 — '•  •  • 
*  *  He  entered  in  once  into  the  holy  place  having  obtained  eter- 
nal redemption  [aionian  lutrosin]  for  us.*'  **  We  know  that  if  our 
earthly  house  of  this  tabernacle  were  dissolved,  we  have  a  build- 
ing of  God,  a  house  not  made  with  hands  eternal  in  the  heavens.** 
[aionion  in  toUouranois.}  "  Eis**  is  not  connected  with  aionhn  in 
these  instances.  The  rule  established  by  Elder  H.  proves  that  sal- 
vation, and  redemption,  and  the  house  not  made  with  hands,  are  to 
endure  but  for  a  limited  time.  He  destroys,  so  far  as  any  confi- 
dence can  be  placed  in  his  criticism,  all  hope  of  endless  salvation, 
and  of  endless  being.  3.  According  to  his  enlightened  criticism, 
6od*s  honor  and  power,  are  to  endure  only  for  a  limited  time. — 1 
Tim.  yi.  16 — **  Whom  no  man  hath  seen,  nor  can  see:  to  whom  be 
honor  and  power  everlasting,**  [tima  kai  kratos  aionion.]  **  Eis" 
does  not  occur  here,  of  course  my  friend's  rule  limits  the  honor 
and  power  of  Jehovah ! 

But  the  Elder's  flourish  in  regard  to  **  eis"  amounts  to  nothing. 
His  construction  is  entirely  erroneous,  and  will  assuredly  mislead 
all  who  are  sufficiently  ignorant  to  put  the  slightest  confidence  in 
it  Ei$  never  gives  an  endless  meaning  to  aionion.  In  regard  to 
time,  it  signifies  to,  even  to,  until — »nd  no  more  than  this. — **  He 
that  endureth  to  the  end,  [eU  ido$ — i.  e.  the  end  of  that  age,]  shall 
be  saved"— [Matt.  ^.  22.]  Or  in  Matt.  xxv.  46— *«  These  shall 
go  away,  into  everlasting  punishment" — [eukoUuin  aionion — even 
to  age  lasting  chastisment.] 

My  f riena  is  so  generous  as  to  allow  that  I  have  given  a  true 

definition  of  atofiiofif  when  I  construe  it  as  signifying  continuoas, 

uninterrupted:  although  he  thinks  I  have  stumbled  into  it.     If 

the  Elder  would  even  slunMe  into  the  truth.'a  little  oftener  in  his 

exposition  of  scripture,  I  think  he  would  confer  a  great  obligation 

on  those  who  are  so  unfortunate  as  to  be  disposed  to  follow  him. 

But  he  thinks  he  has  annihilated  me  with  my  own  role.    He  says, 

whatever  is  uninterrupted  must  continue  forever.    The  degree  of 

intelligence  and  logic  manifested  in  this  position,  is  entitled  to  the 

highest  admiration.    According  to  this  philosophical  opinion,  when 

an  individual  says — "  My  sleep  last  night  was  nninterrupteil,**  his 

meaning  is,  that  it  was  endless ! !  Where  is  there  a  child  who  does 

not  know  that  the  words  **continU6us*'  and  '^uninterrnpted,"  when 

spoken  in  reference  to  punishment,  rrfer  to  its  steady  application, 

rather  than  its  prolonged  duration.     The  simple  meaniflic  it*  thitt 

80  long  as  it  continues,  it  will  be  constantly  inflicted,  ifitiuot  kt- 
tarrnntimi  t  -*^ 
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He  says  with  great  refinement  of  manner,  that  my  **Ilu1e,"  in 
regard  to  aionion,  is  both  false  and  foolish.  Its  falsehood  he  de- 
clarer, consists  in  its  contradiction  of  my  position  that  aionion  sig* 
nilies  uninterrupted  duration.  This  point  I  havealready  sufficient- 
ly  explained.  Its  foolishness,  the  Elder  maintains,  is  in  giving  no 
meaning  to  aionion.  But  I  do  give  a  meaning  to  aionion — viz :  in- 
definite duration.  Dr.  Campbell  declares  its  **  radical  idea  is  indef- 
inite duration."  When  we  say  that  large — small — high— rlow — 
are  words  of  indefinite  signification — to  be  understood  according 
to  the  miture  of  the  subject  with  which  they  are  connected,  can 
we  be  charged  with  giving  no  meaning  to  them  ?  It  would  be  as 
proper  to  make  such  a  charge,  as  for  my  opponent  to  insist  that 
if  aionion  signifies  indefinite  duration,  it  has  no  meaning  ! 

I  desire  the  public  to  weigh  the  labors  of  Elder  Holmes  on 
these  original  words.  After  wading  through  long  and  tedious 
paragraphs,  what  fact  has  he  established  in  regard  to  their  connec- 
tion witn  punishment,  which  can  yield  any  support  to  the  affirma- 
tive of  th:s  question .'  He  either  has  not  seen  the  true  point  to 
which  he  should  have  aimed,  or,  seeing  it,  has  cautiously  avoided 
approaching  it.  Conscious  of  his  inability  to  sustain  himself  in 
this  critical  argument,  he  has  led  the  minds  of  our  hearers  on  a 
long  and  tortuous  journey  towards  every  other  quarter  than  that 
where  they  could  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion.  The  whole 
subject  can  he  brought  to  a  single  point.  Even  allowing  all  that 
Elder  Holmes  claims,  that  the  pnmary,  grammatical  meaning  of 
aion  and  aionios  is  endless  time,  (which  is  far  from  the  fact,)  still, 
inasmuch  as  he  allows  they  are  frequently  used  to  denote  limited 
duration,  it  results  in  the  same  conclusion,  that  their  meaning  ia 
any  given  case,  must  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  subject. 
Hence  the  only  incjuiry  which  can  lead  to  any  distinct  result,  bear- 
ing on  this  discussion,  is  the  following — Is  there  any  thing  in  the 
nature  of  punishment  which  gives  to  aion  or  a/onto«,  the  signifi- 
cation of  endless  duration,  when  describing  it  ?  This  has  been 
the  sole  question  between  us,  during  these  long  criticisms.  All 
will  bear  me  witness  that  my  friend  opposite,  has  not  approached 
that  point !     He  has  studiously  kept  far  off.     And  the  reason  is 


bv  the  most  convincing  evidence.  In  avoiding  this  vital  point, 
niy  friend  has  surrendered  the  argument  into  my  hands  !  I  claim 
he  has  not  shown  and  cannot  show  a  word  in  the  Bible,  which, 
when  connected  with  punishment,  has  the  meaning  of  endless  du^ 

Elder  Holmes  [p.  719,]  makes  the  following  declaration:— 
*•  The  renowned  author  of  the  Ancient  Hittory  of  Universalisrn^ 
says  Augustine  (415)  was  the  first  writer  who  asserted  that  the 
Greek  word  aion^  and  its  derivatives,  meant  endless  duration. — 
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What  sbaM  ve  think  of  an  author  who  will  publish  sf atenenU  80 
void  of  truth,  or  of  a  cause  which  needs  such  support  ?"  Tbi* 
declaration  has  been  cooliv  and  deliberately  made  by  Elder 
Holmes.  What  will  the  public  think,  when  I  inform  them  that  tht 
Ancient  History  of  Universalism,  contains  no  such  passage  as  that 
which  is  above  pretended  to  be  quoted  from  it  ?  In  view  of  this 
mean  attempt  to  cast  disparagement  upon  one  of  the  most  learned 
and  worthy  authors  of  our  country,  I  am  justified  in  turning 
borne  the  Elder*s  own  language  on  himself,  with  an  emphasis  that 
ought  to  make  his  ears  tingle — "  What  will  the  public  think  of 
an  author  who  will  publish  statements  so  void  of  truth  j  or  of  a 
cause  which  needs  such  support  V* 

My  friend  in  his  last  speech,  shows  infallible  signs  of  his  be- 
wiiJermentand  despair.  How  piiiible  to  behold  an  individual  des- 
ecrating respectabte  abilities,  and  violating  the  prompting  of  a 
heart  naturally  good,  in  the  miserable  work  of  endeavonng  bj 
trickery,  by  deception,  by  misrepresenting  the  language  and  argu- 
ments of  his  opponent,  to  build  up  a  doctrine  so  blasphemous  as 
that  which  charges  God  with  inflicting  endless  agonies  upon  his  own 
offspring.  He  feels  that  he  has  failed  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of 
this  question.  This  is  evident'  to  all  minds  of  the  least  discern- 
ment. Every  step  he  takes  indicates  it.  In  his  delirium  he 
rushes  hither  and  thither  over  the  field  of  our  controversy,  eager- 
ly seeking  something  that  he  thinks  he  can  safely  catch  up  and 
turn  upon  me,  to  make  a  little  capital  in  behalf  of  his  bankrupt 
cause.  In  one  of  these  forays  he  runs  back  to  my  fourth  reply, 
delivered  two  days  since,  to  carp  upon  my  views  of  morcd 
death.  He  says  I  declared  that  death  is  not  endless  because  it  is 
not  an  entity,  etc.  This  is  a  very  shallow  attempt  at  distortion  of 
my  language.  My  position  was  that  moral  death  is  not  endless, 
not  because,  it  is  not  an  entity,  etc.,  but  because  there  is  a  recuper- 
ative power  in  the  soul  of  every  individual,  in  the  exercise  of 
which,  aided  by  divine  influences,  he  can  rally  from  the  domiDion 
of  sin  and  overcome  it.  Monvl^death  is  a  figurative  expresstoa, 
indicating  not  an  entire  extinction  of  moral  c<ipacities,  but  a  bon- 
dage to  sinful  propensities  and  influences.  The  death  of  the  body 
is  not  the  annihilation  of  life.  A  geim  (the  soul)  remains  when 
the  body  dies,  and  that  germ  is  re> clothed  with  another  hodj^ 
which  St.  Paul  declares  shall  be  incorruptible,  powerful,  glorious 
and  spiritual.  St.  Paul  (I  Cor.  xv.  36,)  compares  the  death  of  the 
body  to  the  sowing  of  grain.  The  body  of  the  kernel  dies^  but 
the  life  is  not  annihilated.  A  germ  survives  which  springs  na 
and  yields  a  rich  and  abundant  harvest.  Another  reason  I  assign- 
ed why  moral  death  is  not  endless,  was  ihat  the  express  work 
Christ  came  to  do,  was  to  save  all  men  from  the  dominipn  of  jpcial 
death.  And  that  he  will  be  successful  in  this  work  is  eridlcnt 
from  the  repeated  declarations  of  the  Bible»  that  be  shiilt  itsfroy 
death,  and  swallow  it  up  in  victory  \ 
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tft  refetmiee  to  my  eoBstruclimi  ol  St.  IVtaraiMlafstioB^"  Yoit 
Mtk  he  quickined  who  were  dsad  in  trespatees  aod  sins'' — my  op- 
ponent ioqaires— •*  Who  quickened  these  souls  /—was  it  death  1— 
WM  it  the  eleaeat  of  moral  Jife  in  death  ?"  My  good  friend,  if 
yoa  had  studied  yonr  Bible  as  faithfully  as  you  hare  your  cre^ 
and  discipline,  yon  would  not  he  left  to  ask  questions  so  stupid.-* 
The  passage  iuelf,  explains  who  quickens  the  sinful  to  moral 
hit'^^'^  Yo«  hath  he  (God]  qaiokeneiJ,**  etc.  The  Elder's  knowl- 
«ilge  of  the  subject  is  so  limited,  that  he  6099  not  see  the  question 
Mk  not  vfho  quickens  the  wicked,  but  tokaf  ia  quickened!  He 
laatatains  that  moral  death  is  an  entire  ex/inc^iioii,  a  total  annihila- 
tiofi  of  all  moral  life  and  moimi  capacity.  This  would  make  St. 
Faul  atter  the  roost  anant  nonsense.  He  says  God  quickened 
ihoee  who  were  dead  in  sin.  To  quicken  any  thing,  pre-supposes 
there  is  somst/trng  to  be  quickened.  What  is  that  tonutkmg  in 
the  wicked?  Waat  can  itl>e  bat  the  eltmtnU  the  9€ed  of  moral 
lifi^  which  the  Creator  had  originally  implanted  in  the  soul,  and 
which  no  death  in  sin  could  wholly  destroy ! !  Mr.  Holmes 
himself,  has  taken  positions  which  fully  support  my  view  of  this 
•object  He  has  said  he  does  not  believe  men  are  now  totally  de« 
prared.  If  this  is  true — if  depravity  Is  not  total  in  the  human  neart 
— then  there  must  be  some  goodness  and  pwreneet  there,  though  dead 
in  tin.  What  is  that  goodness,  but  an  element  of  moral  Jife  in 
the  soul  1  The  £lder  thus  himself  overthrowing  his  own  position, 
another  word  is  not  necessary  on  this  point. 

The  gentleman  attempts  a  replv  to  my  thirteenth  Negative  Ar« 
gument,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  dishonors  God, 
and  disgraces  Christ.  His  answer  affi>rds  a  specimen  of  analytical 
reasoning,  which  should  entitle  him  to  a  Professorship  of  Logic 
in  the  Methodist  University.  Does  he  meet  my  ar^ment  in  any 
respect  whatever  ?  Does  he  show  it  does  not  diehonor  God  to  in* 
sisi  that  he  formed  his  plans  of  man's  creation  so  unwisely,  so 
imperfectly,  that  while  he  Desired,  Designed,  and  Willed  thai 
alt  men  snould  become  holy  and  happy,  an  immense  proportion 
fall  into  endless  sin  and  misery  ?  Does  he  make  the  slightest  ef- 
fort to  show  that  it  is  not  casting  the  deepest  discrace  on  the  char- 
acter of  Christ,  to  assert  that  notwithstanding,  ne  came  to  save 
the  world — notwithstaading  he  declared  in  the  most  emphatic 
nMumer,  he  would  draw  all  men  unto  him — ^yet  he  fails  in  this 
work,  and  millions  of  the  race  who  might  have  been  saved — who 
have  minds  that  could  be  enlightened  and  hearts  that  could 
be  touched,  under  a  wise  and  perfect  system  of  salvation — tall  in- 
to irretrievable  ruin }  Does  he  deny  that  this  doctrine  charfjes  the 
Aedeemer  with  making  false  pru/encei,  and  uttering  declarations  in 
regard  to  the  number  he  came  to  save,  which  have  not  proved 
true?  No;  he  makes  no  attempt  of  this  description.  How  doea 
Im  maet  my  arguments  on  these  points  ?    Why  he lomtroond nod 
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find*  fknH  wMrUa^rMlini;  wu^idlmUwmkwuMfnmmbmgif, 
in  the  iBDBt  rseklcM  onmier.  But  I  with  the  paUteto  miaMMi 
tlmt  ttU  tbe  UAmr  chtagtB  Im  brings  agaiiwt  Uaivemlisa  <lo  Ml 
meet  my  afgnkient— do  net  disprove  tke  fact  thnt  eadkss  PQu^ 
nsnt  disbooors  CM^  and  disgnusss  Gbristi  Fniiiog>  in  tW  kt 
thus  fftiF«8  nnolber  nrgnment  into  my  hamdm,  rirtn^y  ncknoni- 
odcing tbalbe  eannot  wsnkMi  it 

Mr.  Holmes^  nnsvrer  tomj  sffssnlA  NsgntiTe  Aignmnnt,  it  of  t 
fdniilnr  nntvre  to  tbnt  jntl  noticed.  I  nsnerted  tbnt  bis  doctnt 
Virtually  «bni]^  God  whb  «o^«Milnrtfy  and  nMcUcsrijr,  perpctntt* 
ing  forever,  sin  and  nHoer^,  wbieh  are  in  opooaitioo  to  km  ova 
nature  and- tbe  weHare  of  bis  ereatw«s.  My  iriend  dosn  not  at* 
tempt  to  sbow  tbnt  tbis  position  is  not  strictly  trao^— does  not 
evetr  deny  its  trotb;  He,  in  ofiiecl,  adnuts  ail  I  say  on  tbis  siliiect, 
and  allows  my  premiittS  to  be  sottad,  and  my  coaclnaioos  jnflt«-> 
But  to  tnrn  off  tbe  efieet  of  my  alignment^  and  4rm,w  away  aMea- 
tion  from  it,  hexommeaoes  ezpatiatHig  on  tbe  wrernm^Moaktwrn. 
of  sin-^^  point  wbieb  be  well  knows,  bas  formed  a  tbsme  oldifr 
fetenee  and  discllssion  in  bis  own  evan^elieal  tanks,  lor  ages  past 
The  gi^  and|>otfil  of  bismrgument  is  thi»^Beeanso  it  nmys  ht^ 
been -a  diAenlt  question  to  tletermiiie  wby  God  sboakl  allow  sia 
and  misery  to  «a^tbe  wocld,  therifare  it  is  not  trae  tbm  bo-vol- 
wrtiirily  and  needlessly  perpetoales  forever  tbat  wbtobiein  opfp^ 
sition  to  bis  own  natnre  and  tbe  good  of  bis  creatoras !  Tbis  is- 
another  specimen  of  my  friend*s  logic  I !  He  says  itis  n  fr»ic( 
wonder  that  the  Deity  allows  sin  to  exist  at  aU.  Thai  m-r^ 
it  a  greater  wonder  that  God  should  allow  bis  crpaloreslo  be  aab> 
jeet  to  thefrmlries  and  imperfections  of  tbe  flesh  for  a  little  sea* 
son,  thatthe  exparienre  they -thus  obtain  amy  enlighten.  slrei^el|i* 
en  and  benefit  ^em--4bAn  tlmt  he  should  peipetoate  ain  FOR&V- 
JSR,  when  it  can  do  no  good  to  a  living  being.  tliroHgbont  the  nni- 
v^itse!!  Hts  ruieof  measuring  woa^ers,  must  be  of  a  maivel* 
otts  description. 

The  manner  in  which  my  opponent  meets  my  ei^ieemtk  Nm^ 
tive  Aliment— 4bat  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Piiniahneiit  de- 
stroys the  pease  of  those  who  believe  it»aad  strive  to  realias4t 
-*-i8  similar  to  bis  course  on  BO  many  of  my  other  arganwnts.  In« 
stead  of  meeting  and  combatting  tbe  hu:t  wbidi  I  ealablisbed,  h# 
strives  to  tnrniii  pmn^i  by  facing  the  other  way  and  caWns  npoa^ 
the  people  to  bear  bim  misrepresent  the  views  of  UniicniaiiK|s.-r 
He  does'not  deny  that  his  doctrine  destroys  the  pence  of  its  siiit 
cere  believers*  that  it  tsorv  the  heart  like  redrhot  lava-- that  it 
bnms  op  ewfy  green  thing  in  the  soal,  and  leaves  it  a  Uackoa^ed 
desolate' region^  fnll  of  the  most  terrible  focbodings.  But  baiaf 
sists  that  It  produces  this  effect  only  on  believecain  sff^riop^aad 
and  rtpnOatumi  Haw  his  Calvii^islic  brotbec  iSi^afe^icvUs  -wili 
relish  HmMSMj^  4a  cast  this  odiiHir^  ibmt  poftitiyj^mii^Jj 
know  not    It  is  immaterial  ia  what  particular  pkmf§,  those  peo- 
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el  rictned  tfa«  doetrine  who  were  distressed  hy  it — ^whether  they 
tiered  men  were  to  be  endlemly  tormented  on  the  principles  of 
*^Reprobation,''orof  •*  Piee  Ortcc.'*  It  was  the  doctrine  itself, 
(and  not  the  principle  on  which  they  supposed  it  would  be  inflict- 
ed,) that  crushed  their  hearts  into  despair,  and  made  '^]ife  itself  a 
cruel  bitrer."  I  cduld  introduce  the  cases  of  many  Methodists 
amd  Baptists,  as  well  as  Presbyterians,  whose  peace  of  mind  bad 
been  destroyed  by  this  heathen  indention — showing;  that  the  doc- 
trine in  an  If  form  destroys  the  happiness  of  those  who  sincere  - 
ly  believe  it.  My  friend  Holmes  is  either  distressed  by  this  doc- 
trine, or  he  is  not.  If  he  is,  it  prores  the  truth  of  all  I  have  said 
in're^rd  to  its  wretched  influences.  If  he  is  not,  then  his  heart 
is  hsffder  and  more  insensible  than  a  stone,  or  he  does  not  bdieve 
the  sentiment  for  which  he  is  so  stoutly  contending.  The  latter 
eng^stion  I  have  no  doubt  comes  nearer  the  truth  tnan  the  form- 
er. The  Elder  speaks  of  finding  '^consolation  in  believing  that 
Bin  exists  ns  the  result  oi  voluntary  transgression."  The  idea 
kA  being  eonsoled  in  view  of  the  endless  woe  of  our  neighbors, 
and  perhaps  our  fsanKes,  by  beliertng  sin  is  ▼olnntary,  is  certain- 
ly an  original  conception. 

Mrw  Holmes  says  Cicero  was  an  Infidel.  He  was  no  more  an 
infidel  than  all  other  heathen.  If  he  was,  it  would  not  militate 
against  the  fact  which  he  as^rts — with  the  best  means  of  inform- 
ation on  the  subject,  that  the  doctrine  of  infernal  punishment, 
was  invsnterf  by  the  ancient  beathen  !  The  Elder  strives  to  make 
a "distioetion  between  the  doctrine  of  *<  infernal  puni^ment,^'  and 
wliat  is  generally  termed  endless  punishment.  Bat  this  is  too 
small  a  gtmblet-hole  for  him  to  creep  through.  By  '*  infernal  pun- 
ishment** the  heathen  meant  the  same  thing  as  the  modern  ortho- 
do:t  by  endless  punishment,  viz :  pains  and  tortures  inflicted  in 
wanton  cruelty  and  retaliation,  without  designing  to  benefit  him 
who  su^rs  it,  or  any  other  being  in  the  universe  ! 

In  his  melancholy  wanderings  in  search  of  something  that  will 
avail  him  in  this  hour  of  his  need,  the  Elder  has  run  against  the 
remarks  I  made  several  days  since,  upon  the  Savior's  language  in 
John  V.  28,  20^-**  Marvel  not  at  this,**  etc.  My  exposition  of 
this  passage  affords  him  much  trouble.  It  is  so  evident  that  in  ver- 
ses 28  and  29,  the  Redeemer  is  speaking  of  the  same  moral  ox  spirit' 
uai  resurrection,  which  all  commentators  admit  was  his  theme  in 
verses  24  and  25,  that  he  feels  he  must  make  an  effort  to  mistify 
this  fact,  to  prevent  its  being  adopted  generally.  But  his  attempt 
has  proved  abortive.  He  cannot  convince  any  sound,  well  bal- 
anced mind,  that  the  Savior  woufld  at  one  moment  sneak  of  a 
epirltaal  resurrection*  which  was  then  taking  place,  and  the  next 
motnent,  without  any  intimation  of  a  chan^  of  subject,  com- 
uience  ulkingof  a-ff»nrf  Tesnrrectioir,  wMdl  was  hbt,  to  take 
place  until  thousands  of  years  shall  have  elapsed.  His  att^]^ 
at  ridicule,  is  simply  childish  and  silly  in  the  extreme.    The  soil 
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on  which  SBch  wit  rrowit,  must  be  ehallow  and  sterile  indeed.— 
The  £ider  believes  Christ  is  fipeaking  of  a  «ptr#Mal  %n  figunrttre  res- 
urection  in  Terse  25.  Whydcieshe  not  pamphrMeihal  lai^;as(Ke, 
as  follows  ? — Verily  I  say  unto  yoa  ififparatiTely.)  The  (iigurt- 
tive)  hour  is  (figuratiYely)  coming,  and  kow  la^  (iematively,) 
when  the  (li(^ratiye)  dead  shall  (dguratively)  hear  uie  Toicc  ol 
the  Son  of  God,  and  they  that  (figuratively)  bear»  shall  (liguni* 
tively)  live.^'  He  could  with  the  same  propriety,  ridicuie  tbt 
words  of  Christ,  in  this  roanner,  as  he  has  my  language.  AnA 
this  is  as  fair  a  representation  of  Elder  Holmes'  views  of  veiee  25, 
as  his  is  of  mine  respecting  verses  28  and  29. 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  with  much  triumph,  the  declarations  of 
Vidler»  Huntington  and  some  other  Univeraalists,  in  renid  to 
aionion.  But  it  should  be  understood  that  Relley,  Murray,  Vi4ler, 
Hartley  and  Huntington,  were  Trinitarian  and  Caivinistic  Univer* 
salists.  Some  of  them  felt  compelled  by  their  peeuliar  caivinis- 
tic notions,  to  give  those  constructions  to  aionion  which  they 
would  not,  had  they  possessed  a  better  understanding  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word,  and  entertained  the  clear  and  conaislent  views 
of  Universal  Salvation  which  now  so  f enacally  prevaiL 

My  opponent  says  that  *^  Rev.  John  Foster,  (the^eouneot  Bap- 
tist Universalist,)  had  too  much  sense  to  adopt  any  el  the  osmI 
expedients  resorted  to.  to  explain  aiiMijf  the  meaning  of  aj<m  and 
aionios."  He  evidently  means  to  have  the  public  believe  that 
Foster  did  not  take  those  views  of  aionion  which  prevail  amang 
the  Universalists  generally.  How  am  1  to  understand  this? 
Will  my  friend  compel  me  to  believe  he  is  dishonest — that  he  is 
deliberately  intending  to  deceive  the  public?  How  could  he 
make  such  a  statement  after  hearinc  me  read  the  foHowiag  Ian- 
^oage  from  the  pen  of  Foster*  ? — ^^  1  lie  terms  everlasting,  eternal, 
forever,  original  or  translated,  are  often  employed  in  the  Bible*  as 
well  as  other  writings,  under  great  and  various  limitations  of  im- 
port, and  are  thus  withdrawn  from  the  predicament  of  neosssa- 
rily  and  absolutely  meaning  a  strictly  endles$  duration.  Tha  lim- 
itation is  often,  indeed,  plamly  marked  by  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject. In  other  instances  the  words  are  used  with  a  figurative  ««- 
d^nitentis  which  leaves  the  limitation  to  be  made  by  some^gen- 
eiul  rule  of  reason  and  proportion.  ^  •  •  •  I  therefore  con- 
clude that  a  limited  interpretation  is  authorized.** 

For  Elder  Holmes  to  quote  Dr.  Clarke,  or  any  qtiier  falsely 
styled  orthodox  commentator,  to  substantiate  his  positionst  » 
simply  ridiculous.  It  would  be  equally  prc^r  for  me  to  intro* 
duce  the  opinions  of  the  many  eminent  Universalist  writers  and 
scholars,  whom  I  mieht  call  to  my  aid«  were  it  necessary.  As  to 
the  assertion  of  Dr.  Clarke  that  he  never  saw  any  thing  in  laTor 
of  Universal  Salvation  worthy  of  notice,  the  probaboity  is  ha 
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never  raw  much  on  the  subject  At  any  time ;  and  what  did  fall 
DndfT  his  notice,  wa^  probably  a  defence  of  UniversaUsm  on  Cal* 
vtnistic  gronndft.  That  he  was  iji^orant  of  the  Ttews  and  argu- 
ments of  Unirenalists,  is  evident  from  the  fiict  that  hr  supposes 
the  ••  life  eternal,**  mentioned  in  Matt.  xxt.  46,  is  understood  by 
OS  to  refer  exclusireiy  to  a  state  of  endless  glory  and  happiness 
in  another  state  of  existence. 

I  desire  to  call  attention  to  the  closing  language  of  Mr. 
Uoimtt?  eievenlh  speech.*  ft  is  as  perfect  a  specimen  of  misrep- 
resentation and  falsehood,  as  the  annals  of  controversy  can  well 
furnish.  If  this  is  a  sample  of  kvangelical  honor  and  honesty 
—if  this  is  the  influence  which  orthodoxy  exerts  on  its  believers 
and  preachers — if  such  a  reckless  disposition  lo  belie  a  large  and 
respectable  denomination  of  christians  exists  under  tbe  garb  of 
piety  and  godliness,  and  in  the  hearts  of  those  who  jyrofesi  to  have 
been  bom  again,  and  to  be  so  much  better  than  their  neighbors  aa 
to  deserve  heaven,  while  they  sink  to  hell — 1  do  not  wonder  such 
multitudes  have  of  late  years,  left  evangelism  in  disgust,  and  de- 
clared that  rottenness  and  corruption  festered  throughout  its  bor- 
ders. There  is  not  a  word  in  the  language  to  which  I  refer,  which  is 
not  so  framed  as  to  misrepresent  the  real  sentiments  of  Universal- 
iats,  or  utter  that  which  is  positively  untrue  respecting  thein.-^ 
siaeh  declaratrons  as  that  Universaiists  **  assert  that  there  is  no 
need  oi  salvation  in  the  life  to  come" — that  Mr.  Austin  **don*t 
believe  the  advent  of  Christ  necessary  to  the  salvation  of  any  man, 
or  that  a  single  individual  is  more  sure  of  heaven  than  he  would 
have  been  if  Christ  had^  never  existed"^— are  unqualifiedly  faUe  ; 
and  Mr.  Holmes  must  have  known  it,  when  he  made  them.  We 
believe  Christ  will  save  every  human  being  from  sin  and  death.-— 
Yet  my  opponent  insists  that  according  to  Unrversalism  **  Christ 
is  in  wo  sense  a  Savior  of  all  men."  We  believe  that  Christ  is  the 
Son  of  God  and  tho  Savior  of  the  world— that  next  to  Deity,  he 
iathe  most  exalted,  powerful,  glorious  and  worthy  being  in  the 
universe— that  he  is  a  perfect  Savior— a  successful,  triumphant 
Savior — that  he  accomplishes  all  his  Father  gave  him  to  do — fin* 
iahea  his  work — and  reconciles  a  lapsed  world  to  God.  Mr. 
Hoknea  is  aware  of  all  this;  yet  with  unblushing  eflrontry  he 
charges  us  with  infidelity,  and  insists  that  we  degrade  the  Re- 
deemer and  rob  him  of  his  titles  and  works !  I  ask  a  candid  pub- 
lie  if  such  declarations  as  these  do  not  indicate  perfect  despera- 
tion } 

In  his  ninth  speech  [p.  6511  Mr.  Holmes  says  ^  there  is  much 
secret  infidelity  in  the  land.*  This  is  undoubtedly  true.  This  se- 
cret infidelity,  is  to  be  found  almost  wholly  in  orthodox  congrega- 
tions. They  abound  with  skeptica-^nade  so  by  the  absurd  and 
unscriptural  dogmas  which  are  preached  to  them,  under  the  name 
qI  Chriatianity.    He  saya  also^  that  ^  a  numeroiis  class  of  thdaa 


1^  1 1    «■  > 


'hui  Hm  nUm  Mra  f  pcft  741»  aad  ptiaM  it. 


J 


758  AUSTIM^S  KLBVBNTH  BBPLT 

«jipe11«d  from  orthodox  ckarchast  goremed  by  th«ir  ekcttve  «f- 
&iiitie0,  fiod  fraternal  relations  in  the  UuiverBalist  ordar."  That 
UnlFersaliata  are  oonetantly  receiving  yeat  acrnwiions  in  averjr 
part  of  the  land,  from  the  beet,  purest,  noblest  minda,  ia  orthodox 
churches,  who  leave  thorn  because  thev  can- no  longer  endure  the 
false  and  ridiculous  doctrines  to  which  they  must  liatea,  is  on- 
doubtediy  true*  I  set  it  dawn»  as  a  credit  mark  to  my  friend,  that 
he  acknowledges  it.  But  as  to  that  other  class  of  orthodox 
churrh  members  to  whom  he  Elder  Attributes  *^  christian  irregulv- 
ity,"  the  public  know  better  than  to  look  for  them  among  Univcr- 
salists.  A  very  large  deputation  from  them,  inchiding  prieals,  el- 
ders. deaconPy  may  oe  found  patriotically  at  work  in  our  pnsona 
lor  the  public  good ! 

Among  the  scripture  quotations  introduced  by  Mr.  Holmes  ia 
his  UtUh  speech  was  the  parable  of  the  Sheep  and  the  Goats. — 
(Matt.  XV.  31-46.)  He  gives  no  original  views  on  this  portion  of 
the  divine  word — ^he  seeks  to  shed  no  new  light  as  to  its  import, 
and  the  intent  of  the  Savior  in  uttering  it.  Either  his  own  mind 
is  shut  up  in  darkness  and  ignorance  in  relation  to  one  of  the 
most  instructive  lessons  in  the  New  Testament,  or  he  mt^raid  to 
give  the  people  the  benefit  of  the  advanced  knowledge,  which  it 
would  seem  must,  ere  this,  have  forced  its  way  even  throagh 
mountain  prejudices,  into  his  understanding.  £ie  this  as  it  may^ 
despite  the  light  that  has  been  thrown  upon  scripture  phraaeolegy, 
apd  the  use  of  questionable  words  in  the  original  mngai^e^  by 
eminent  scholars  and  critics  of  his  own  school  of  theology,  he 
plods  alon^  in  the  old  track  that  has  been  pursued  on  this  p«r^e 
lor  centuries  past.  He  absolutely  strives  to  satisfy  thisaudieBee 
that  they  ought  to  be  no  more  intelligent  than  to  take  pieciselj  the 
same  low  and  gross  views  of  the  parable  of  the  Sbeepand  Goats*  thai 
was  entertained  in  the  most  ignorant  periods  of  the  Dai^  Ages,  wbea 
Cbristiauity  was  overwhelmed  with  heathen  errors — ^when,  witk 
the  rarest  exceptions,  neither  priests  nor  people  could  read  or 
write,  and  when  ihey  professed  scarcely  a  glimpse  of  the  first 
principles  of  Cbrisrs  religion.  His  att<rmpts.  however,  to  chain 
the  public  mind  to  the  dark  and  wretched  errors  of  paetagea.  Bust 
ptroye  abortive  in  this,  as  in  other  cases  where  he  has  made  a^ 
similar  eflort  I  am  confident  this  audience  and  the  community  in 
general,  will  not  be  content  to  bow  down  continually  to  post  er- 
rors, and  like  galley  slaves,  permit  themselves  to  be  bound  to  ren 
ligious  senUments  totally  unworthy  an  enliyfatMied  people,  in  an 
enlightened  day.  They  will  summon  au^ient  eounifea&d  inde-> 
pendence  tp  seek  for  higher  and  mqre  consistent  views  of  Chrta- 
tianity  and  lis  objects,  than  those  to  which  they  may  h^ntto/ore 
unfortunately  hate  givep  aasen^.    J  respectfally  invilej4hia  ctasjs* 

to  ni^iompioy  me  Ja  a  jbiM  •e^W^^  pjMhktoeirA^ko 

■hall^at  least,  have  the  merit  of  not  depending  upon  ifilfilKftPft  9IML 
prejudice  for  its  support.    .^  ,^,,.       .    .^      ,        ^.,  ^^^^^    ,^ 
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1.  Wbtttwasfhe  principle  on  which  the  rewards  ani  punM' 
nienh  menttoned  in  this  parable,  were  administered?  Elder 
Holmer  has  strenuously  maintained  throughout  this  debate,  tha  t 
it  is  a  man's  faith — his  belief  or  dlsbeliexof  certain  doctrines — 
that  decides  his  everlasting  destiny.  It  is  on  this  ground  that  he 
has  so  frequently  made  the  enlightened  attempt  to  frighten  Uni- 
Tersaiists  from  their  sentiments,  a  process  so  convincing  to  ail 
well  informed  minds,  that  he  will,  undoubtedly,  renew  it  in  his 
closing  speech.  But  it  will  be  seen  that  faith, — the  belief  of  any 
particular  doctrines,  had  not  the  slightest  connection  with  the  re« 
wards  or  punishments  to  which  the  parable  alludes.  The  king 
does  not  say  to  those  on  the  right  hand — "  Come  ye  blessed,*'  etc. 
because  ye  believed  in  the  Trtnity,  or  the  Atonement,  or  Endless 
Punishment,  or  joined  the  churches  of  the  Methodists,  Baptists, 
or  any  of  those  sects  who  have  gpven  to  themselves  the  name 
of  Evangelical.  Nor  does  he  say  to  those  on  the  left  hand,  *^  De- 
part ye  cursed^"  because  ye  rejected  those  doctrines  and  believed 
id  Universal  Salvation.  It  is  plain  that  both  rewards  and  punish- 
ments were  administered  solely  on  the  ground  of  moral  desert.  It 
was  those  who  had  administered  to  the  wants  of  the  hungry,  the 
thirsty,  the  stranger,  the  imprisoned,  and  those  who  neglected  AhtM 
gool  worlts,  that  were  rewarded  and  punished.  Hence  the  most 
confirmed  Universalist,  who  discharged  these  claims  of  benevo- 
lence, would  be  received  on  the  right  hand— while  the  rankest  or- 
thodox church-member,  preacher,  elder,  or  bishop,  who  had  neg- 
lected the^  charitable  duties,  would  unceremoniously  be  placed 
on  th6  left  handy*/  If  this  parable  is  to  take  place  in  the  future 
world,  and  decide  the  deMinies  of  man,  m  Ytty  different  division 
will  be  seen  from  that  which  our  friends  on  the  other  side,  are  an- 
ticipating! I  am  constrained  to  say,  there  are  multitudes  of  them 
for  whose  chance,  under  such  circumstances,  I  would  not  give  a 
straw  / 

2.  To  what  event  did  the  Savior  allude,  in  uttering  this  parable  ? 
My  opponent  would  have  vou  believe  that  Christ  referred  to  a 
Day  of  Judgment,  in  the  future  world,  which  will  take  plac^  at 
the  general  Resurrection.  He  makes  no  attempt  to  prove  this,  in 
any  miihner  whatever,  but  supposes  the  community  is  so  unen- 
lightened, and  so  wedded  by  prejudice  to  the  errors  of  the  past* 
that  they  will  take  this  for  qka»t to  without  any  evidence//  Ii^ 
this,  however,  he  is  mistaken.  The  people  will  examine  for 
themselves,  on  this  point ;  and  they  will  discover  that  the  evidence 
is  all  agof'njt  these  suppositions.  The  passage  says  nothing  in 
regard  to  judging — or  to  a  Dav  of  Judgment.  It  does  not  say 
that  the  <i vents  described  will  take  place  in  the  next  world— nor 
that  men  go  to  another  existence  to  assemble  before  Christ.  But 
it  declar^es  that  the  Son  of  Man,  ^omes  into  this  worl4f  to  ailtpHiJi- 
ur  the  r^^i^Tds  j»^  pum^hnients  deMribedr^'^  Wl^^n^the  J^  of 
mftir  sh&irc^ME'iii  hisij^ory,**  M.    NeithiiriA  there  the  ilfglitM 
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allusion  to  a  Raurreetion  day,  ox  the  raising  of  the  dead  n  any 
form.  The  Bible  describes  the  reiurrectior,  as  taking  place  ifa 
different  time,  and  under  circumstances  very  dissunllar! — (See 
1  Cor.  XV.) 

To  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  event  which  Christ  describes  ia 
this  parable,  we  must  understand  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  spoken.    By  consulting  the  commencement  of  the  24th 
chapter  of  Matthew,  we  learn  that  Jesus  had  been  fc*retellin|^  to 
his  disciples  the  utter  overthrow  of  the  Temple  at  JexusaJem, 
which,  of  course,  would  abrogate  the  Jewish  priesthood,  and  re- 
ligion!    This  prediction  greatly  surprised  his  disciples*  and  they 
came  to  him  piivately,  to  inquire  farther  into  this  destruction  that 
threatened  the  beloved  temple  and  city  of  the  *'  chosen  people.'* 
— <*  And  as  he  sat  upon  the  Mount  of  Olives,  the  disciples  came 
to  him  privately,  saying.  Tell  us,  when  shall  these  things  be? — 
And  what  shall  be  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the 
world  ?**  [aiofioi  ] — (Matt.  xxiv.  3.)    It  will  be  seen  the  inquiry 
was  not,  when  a  day  of  judgment  should  arrive,  nor  when  men 
should  go  to  another  worlU  to  be  judged,  nor  when  the  resurrec- 
tion should  take  place.     But  it  was  simply  what  should  be  the 
sign   of  his  coming,  and  of   the  end   of  the   world,  or    aioa- 
0$.     The  end   of  the   aionos,  cannot  signify   the  end    of  our 
physical  world  or  earth.     The  Greek  word  for  this  world  or  earth 
IS  **  kosmos.^' — Thus  in  Malt.  xiii.  38,  the  Savior  says — "The 
field  is  the  world,**  [i&osm&t]     This  word  atonos, ,  EUder  Holmes 
strenuously  maintains  signifies  everlasting  duration.     But  it  can- 
not have  that  sense  in  this  passage.     If  it  has,  then  the  inqairy  of 
the  disciples  woulJ  have  been — ''  What  shall  be  the  sign  o(  thjr 
coming,  and  of  the  END  of  everlasting  duration  7*'    To  suppose 
they  could  make  vuch  an  inquiry  is  to  charge  them  with  great  fol- 
ly.   I  have  shown  that  aionos,  and  like  word?,  are  very  often  used 
in  the  Bible  to  signify  limited  time — a  period  that  comes  to  an  end! 
It  is  self-evident  that  arofios,  has  such  signification,  in  the  passage 
under  consideration.     Evidently  its  meaning  is  an  age,  or  ditptnta* 
lion.    The  question  was,   what  shall  be  tne  sign  of  thy  coming, 
and  the  end  of  the  a^e,  or  the  Jewish  dispensation.     None  bat 
a  very  ignorant  man  will  deny  this.    If  my  friend  denies  if,  either 
positively  oT  virtually,  \it  will  give  a  specimen  of  his  knowledge 
of  the  scriptures,  which  will  require  no  comment  at  my  hand. — 
Dr.  Adam  Clarke  renders  the  question  as  follows : — "  What  shall 
be  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  world — tou  aion* 
05,  or  of  the  age,  viz :  the  Jewish  economy."    Here  Dr.  Clarke 
was  compelled  to  acknowledge  that  the  question  of  the  dtscipJes 
had  especial  reference  to  the  Jewish  '  economy,'  or  age.    Hence  it 
could  not  refer  to  any  thing  connected  with  a  future^  woi-Id.    AI-  . 
though  Dr.  C.  was  anxious  to  press  the  whole  stthj^t  ioto  tjba 
support  of  his  favorite  doctrine  of  a  future  judgment  ^y,"jNllAS, 
coiMcifiMf  coastrained  him  to  make  the  following admMifeii:  *'%ot 
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there  are  some— [i.  e.  some  aible  orthodox  coiMnentalonl  who 
maintain  that  these  are  but  three  partA  of  the  same  question  ;  and 
that  our  Lord>  answers  onl^*  refer  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jew- 
ish state,  and  that  nothing  is  spoken  here  concerning;  the  last  or 
judgment  day.**  It  is  evident  irom  these  considerations,  that  th^ 
disciples  inquired  of  the  Savior  what  would  be  the  sign  of  hie 
coming  to  bring  the  Jewish  age  or  dispensation  to  a  close,  and  set 
up  his  Mediatorial  kingdom  on  earth. 

3.  The  time  for  the  fulfilment  of  this  parable.  This  was  the 
point  on  which  the  apostles  were  anxious  to  obtain  information. 
The  Redeemer  proceeds  to  point  out  to  them  many  '^  signs,*'  which 
should  indicate  the  speedy  arrival  of  the  time  of  his  coming.  A( 
the  32d  verse,  he  nnally  gives  them  a  clear  and  poeitive  data  qi 
the  time — as  follows : — •*  Now  learn  the  parable  of  the  fig* tree. — 
When  his  branch  is  yet  tender  and  putteth  forth  leaves,  ye  know 
that  summer  is  nieh.  So  likewise  ye,  [ye  disciples  to  whom  I 
speak]  when  ve  shall  see  all  these  things,  know  that  it  is  NEAR* 
even  at  the  door.  Verily.  I  say  unto  you,  THIS  GENERATION 
shall  not  pass,  till  all  these  tJungs  be  fulfilled  f  r  This  declaration 
is  the  JTey  which  unlocks  to  our  understanding,  with  the  utmost  clear- 
ness and  precision,  the  time^  the  dale^  of  all  these  proceedings. — 
Every  thing  of  which  he  had  previously  been  speaking — every* 
thing  he  proceeded  to  utter  in  that  discourse,  including  the  para- 
ble of  the  Sheep  and  Goats,  was  to  take  place  during  that  gener* 
ationf!  There  is  no  other  time  mentioned — no  individual  is  au<f 
thorized  to  fix  any  other  time.  And  he  who  coolly  turns  his  back 
on  this  declaration,  and  asserts  the  events  described  in  these  two 
chapters,  have  not  even  yet  transpired,  and  will  not,  for  no  ons 
knows  how  many  hundred  or  thousand  years  hence,  deliberately 
CONTRADICTS  his  Savior ! 

4.  Let  us  now  consider  briefly  those  parts  of  the  phraseology  ol 
this  parable,  on  which  great  dependence  is  placed  as  afifoidiug 
proof  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment. 

'*  Depart  from  me,  ye  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  [pur  to  aion* 
ion]  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels.** — [diaholo  kai  tola  ag« 
gelois — your  adversary  and  his  messengers.]  The  Rule  for  under- 
standing the  meaning  of  aionion  and  like  words,  should  not  bf 
forgotten.*  Is  there  anything  in  the  nature  of  fire,  that  makes  it 
necessarily  endless  ?  If  there  is,  then  aionion  connected  with  it, 
would  have  that  signification.  But  it  is  well  known  that  fire  i9 
one  of  the  most  epfiemeral  elements  in  existence.  It  depeiKis  on 
the  fuel  by  which  it  is  fed,  and  when  that  h  exhausted,  it  neces« 
sarily  expires.  Hence  the  fact  that  aionion  is  attached  to  that 
word  can  no  more  make  it  have  a  meaning  of  endless  duration^ 
than  its  being  applied  to  the  Levitical  priesthood,  or  the  servitude 
of  the  Jewish  slaves,  made  them  of  endless  duration.     The  eoljr 
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nemnin^  that  can  correctly  be  attached  to  the  worls  aionion jmr,  a 
a  fire  that  burns  for  an  indefiniU  period  of  time.  Or  as  Bi»bop 
Lowth  STiyn — **  Foi  a  certain  period,  kno^n  only  to  the  infinite 
wisilom  of  Croi.^'  Tbis  aionion  fire,  is  a  figaratire  expression, de- 
noting the  Jong  and  severe  panisbments  which  God  would  brii^ 
upon  his  rebellious  people,  the  Jews. 

5.  **  These  shall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishmenr* — [kola- 
sin  aionion.]  Is  there  anything  in  the  nature  of  puniskmenU 
which  makes  it  necessarily  endless  in  duration?  This,  my  friend 
will  not  claim.  It  is  simply  an  infliction  of  pain,  depending  for 
its  duration,  wholly  upon  the  power  and  will  of  the  being  who 
ftdminiaters  it.  God*s  punishments  are  frequently  described  io  the 
•criptares  as  coming  to  an  end,-^^^  Comfort  ye,  comfort  ye,  my 
people,  saith  your  Go  J.  Speak  ye  comfortably  to  Jerusalem,  and 
cry  unto  her,  that  her  warfare  is  auomplished,  that  her  iniquity  is 
ordoned :  for  she  hath  received  at  the  Lord^s  hand,  doubie  for  all 
er  sins." — (Isa,  xl.  1,  2.)  **  The  punishment  of  thine  iniquity  ii 
ACCOMPLISHED,  0  daughter  of  Zion.*'— (Lam.  iv.  22.)  How 
can  punishment  be  endhss  in  its  nature,  when  it  is  refdrmatory, 
as  I  hare  shown  in  abundance  of  instances.  Moreorer,  it  can- 
not be  endless,  because  Grod  has  positively  declared  he  will  not 
cast  off,  nor  contend  [punish]  forever!! — (See  Isa.  Irii.  16,  and 
Lam.  iii.  31.)  Punishment  being  in  its  nature  temporary  and  re- 
formatory, the  application  of  aionion,  adds  to  it  no  signification  of 
endlessness.  It  shows  it  to  be  a  long  punishment,  but  not  un- 
ending. 

That  the  Sarior  did  not  intend  to  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  end- 
less punishment,  in  this  phrase,  is  proved  moreorer,  by  the  ori^- 
inal  Greek  word  he  used  for  panishment.  It  is  *'  kolasin."  This 
word  signifies  a  reformatory  chastisement,  instituted  for  the  ben- 
efit, the  restoration  of  those  who  endure  it.  Hedricus  gires  the 
Latin  definition  of  kokain  as  follows: — **  Amputatio  arhorum  lux- 
ttrantiumt^ — i.  e.,  the  trimming  of  the  luxuriant  branches  of  a 
tree  or  viae,  to  improve  it,  and  make  it  fruitful.  The  learned 
Grotius  says — **  The  kind  of  punishment  which  tends  to  the 
IMPROVEMENT  of  the  criminal,  is  what  the  [Greek]  phUoso- 
phers  called,  among  other  things,  kolasis,  or  chastisement.*^  Wyt- 
tenbock,  in  asserting  that  one  of  the  objects  of  (?od  in  the  innic- 
tion  of  sufferings,  is  the  correction  of  the  offender  in  order  to  hit 
future  amendment  adds,  '<  the  Greeks  frequently  gave  to  such 
sufferings  the  name  of  kolasit?^  Philo.  the  Egyptian  Jew,  of 
whom  ihaTe  already  spoken,  who  lived  in  the  days  of  Christ, 
uses  the  same  words  aionios  koltuie^  that  Christ  applied  to  pun- 
ishment. Did  he  understand  them  as  meaning  a  punishment 
which  is  strictly  endless  T  Not  by  any  means.  He  usej  those 
words  to  describe  the  injury  with  which  an  ofoided  neighbor 
will  pursue  us,  if  we  incur  his  hatred. — {FrapMnta^  Tom,  ii.  p, 
W7» 
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In  riew  of  the  testimooieft  I  hare  oiiered  on  this  subject,  I  fM 
utfaorized  to  insist  th«  signification  of  the  phrase  tinder  consid- 
ration,  is  this — **  These  shall  go  away  into  age-in$ting  chastisc- 
lent/'  If  the  same  word  aionw,  signifies  **age,"  in  Matt.  xxiv. 
,  as  Dr.  Clarke  allows,  it  is  evidently  a  correct  principle  to  give 
:  the  meaning  of  age-lasling,  in  the  Terse  which  has  just  claim- 
d  our  attention.  But  it  is  said  the  same  word  aionion  is  applied 
0  the  happiness  of  the  righteous  who  were  received  on  the  right 
and,  as  to  the  punishment  of  the  wicked.  This  is  acknowledge 
d.  Bat  I  have  heretofore  shown  that  the  phrase  **  life  eternal,** 
r  **  eternal  life,"  [aronrofi  zoen'\  has  no  reference  to  the  duration 
{  happiness  in  another  world.  These  words  signify  the  present 
ossession  and  enjoyment  of  a  knowledge  of  uod,  and  of  Jesus 
/hrist.*  A  writer  in  the  Christian  Examiner,  maintains  that 
ipnion  zoen  signifies  a  fpirittuU  life — a  life  in  the  soul,  the  en- 
oyment  of  which  is  unknown  to  the  world  at  large!  As  to  the 
lappiness  of  men  in  an  immortal  state  of  existence,  that  does 
tot  depend  on  the  interpretation  of  any  word,  but  solely  on  the 
goodness  and  mercy  of  God. 

Meaning  or  the  Parable  of  the  Sheep  and  Goats. — 1.  The 
oming  of  the  Son  of  Man,  at  the  end  of  that  aionos  or  age,  to 
iboliith  the  old  dispensation  of  Moses,  and  establish  his  own 
gospel  kingdom  in  its  stead,  was  a  sjnritual  coming.  A  host  of 
:ommentators,  of  all  denominations,  assent  to  the  correctness  of 
his  view. 

2.  The  gathering  of  the  nations  before  him,  was  a  figurative 
epresentation  of  the  power,  dominion,  and  authority  with  which 
yhrist  had  been  invested,  by  his  Father,  to  rule  over  the  nations 
»f  the  earth  as  their  lawful  Judge  or  King.^  (See  ^niel  vii.  13, 
.4.) 

3.  The  dividing  of  the  nations,  represented  the  distinction 
vhich  would  exist  under  the  reien  of  Chnst,  between  those  nations 
vhich  should  receive  his  gospel,  and  allow  its  spirit  to  animate, 
ind  its  light  to  guide  them,  and  those  nations  who  should  reject 
us  gospd.  Those  on  the  Right  Hand,  represented  the  Gentile 
nations  who  received  the  gospel.  And  the  kingdom  which  they 
ntered,  and  the  eternal  life  laionion  zoen'\  they  inherited,  was 
he  gospel  of  Jesus  and  its  holy  and  blessed  truths.  Those  on 
he  Left  Hand,  represented  the  Jewish  nation,  who  refused  the 
;ospel,  and  crucified  its  Divine  Founder.  The  casting  of  them 
Dto  aionion  pur  and  aionion  kolasint  represents  the  casting  them 
iway  as  the  people  of  God,  soon  after  the  death  of  Christ,  and 
he  severe  calamities  and  long  protracted  punishments  which 
rere  inflicted  on  that  nation,  and  which  have  continued  to  the 
iresent  age. 

My  nineteenth  and  last  Negative  Argument  is  based  on  certain 
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•Utemeiits,  which  I  denominate  CoalHiBo&ATmc  Fien.   Dr. 
Adam  Clarke  aays  of  the  mpoetle  John — ^*  It  is  errident  that  hkt 
Drae  present  at  most  of  the  things  related  hy  him  in  hie  mpd, 
and  tnat  he  was  an  eye  and  ear  witness  of  our  Lord^s  hhwh 
journeyings,  diecoorees,  miracles,  passion,  crucifixion,  murrec- 
tion  and  ascension.*'    There  can  be  no  donht  of  the  convctBOi 
of  these  declarations.    Hence*  if  Christ  taug^ht  the  doctrine  d 
Endless  Punishment,  John  mnst  have  heard  nim,  distificJy  mA 
rejveatedly.    If  Jesus  taorht  this  doctrine  at  all,   he  taaghtit 
plainly  and  openly,  so  mat  there  could  be  no  mistaking  kb 
meanii^.    He  mtist  have  made  it  a  prominent  and  common  sub- 
ject of  his  discourses,  instructions,  and  exhorlations.     I  ie])ei!f 
therefore,  if  Christ  proclaimed  such  a  doctrine,  John  not  only 
must  have  heard  him,  but  must  hare  viewed  it  ae  one  of  the 
fundamental  and  all-important  tenets  of  Christianity.     And  jet 
is  it  not  most  astonishing,  that  John  never  mentions  in  his  Gos- 
pel, nor  in  either  of  his  Epistles,  the  words  "  everlastiBr  punidh 
ment,*^  "  everlasting  fire.*'  or  **  eternal  punishment  ?*'     Nor  do  the 
advocates  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  wo  quote  from  John*6  Ge»> 
pel  or  Epistles,  any  passage  upon  whidi  thev  rely  with  much 
confidence  in  support  of  that  doctrine.    Why   this  siittwe  sf 
John  1    Can  it  be  explained  on  any  other  ground  than  that  In 
did  not  believ€  the  doctrine  1    Another  remarkable  fact  is,  that 
St.  John*s  Gospel  contains  neither  the  parables  of  the  Sheep  and 
Goats,  the  Ricn  Man  and  Lazarus,  nor  any  other  parable,  sup- 
posed to  teach,  or  faVor,  the  doctrine  of  fjidless  Punishment— 
if  these  parablee  were  uttered  by  Christ,  specially  to  inculcate 
that  doctrine,  John  must  have  so  understood  him.    Why,  dkeH, 
did  he  omit  them  in  writing  his  gospel  ?    We  explain  it  thus  :— 
These  parables  were  designed  to  represent  the  overthrow  and  re- 
jection of  the  Jews,  and  the  calling  in  of  the  Gentiles.    John's 
Gospel  was  not  written  until  after  the  overthrow  and  dispersiofe 
of  tne  Hebrews.    Dr.  Clarke  thinks  it  was  probably  writtea 
about  A.  D.  80,  which  would  be  tixieen  years  after  the  destoue- 
tion  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  rejection  of  '*the  chosen  people.**^- 
The  particular  events  which  the  naiables  were  designed  to  de- 
scribe, having  taken  place.  St.  John  did  not  deem  it  neoeasaiy 
to  insert  them  in  his  gospel. 

Another  remarkable  fact  is,  that  the  word  ^  HellJ'^  Unot  loand 
once  in  St.  Joha*^  Gospel,  or  in  either  of  his  Enistlea.  So  that 
thoae  early  converts  who  had  no  other  Gospel  out  Jolm*s.  (aad 
undoubtedl3r  there  weie  thousands  such,)  would  know  nothing 
of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  woe,  nor  of  any  such  phica  as  an 
Endless  Hell.  Nor  is  the  word  '*Heir*  once  found  in  all  the 
writings  of  St.  Paul.  What  think  you  of  that,  respected  audi- 
ence ?  He  was  a  preacher  of  the  Gospel  for  /Isrfy  yearn,  and 
he  asserts  that  he  did  not  fail  to  declare  **the  whole  counsel  of  God." 
Vet  he  never^  in  a  single  instance,  used  that  word*.    If^Jtctf 


ON  UBLUM  rCNBBlUVT.  766 

tL*  word  "  Hell,"  does  not  occni  m  often  in  the  New  Testa-  \ 
ment,  as  many  euppose.     In  Matthew  it  ia  f«nad  otiw  time*.     In    ' 
Mark  but  ona.    la  Lnke  thru  timea.     In  John  not  tmci.    In  i 
Acts  it  in  found  only  once,  where  it  is  applied  to  Christ,  and  sig-   ' 
nilies  gravt.     Yet  the  book  of  Acts  contains  the  hiatorr  of  the  ' 
jounieyiDgs,  labors,  and  preaehiDa  of  the  Apostles,  for  over 
thirty  years.    Hence  it  ia  certain  tbey  did  not  preach  anything 
about  Hell ! !     That  word  is  not  fonnd.  at  all  in  Romans,  nor  in 
Ist  cr  2d  Corialhians,  nor  in  Oalatians,  nor  Epbesiaos,  dot  Pbil- 
lipians,  nor  Coiosaians,  nor  in  lai  or  2d  Thaaaaloniaas,  nor  in 
1st  or  2d  Timothy,  nor  Titus,  nor  Philemon,  nor  Hebrewii,  nor 
in  1st  Peter,  nor  in  1st,  2d  or  3d  John.     I  ask  thia  audience  how 
■t  is,  if  "  Hell"  means  a  place  of  Endltss  wo,  that  it   was  men- 
tioaad  by  the  Apostles,  in  their  preachinfi;  and  writings  to  seldom. 
Some  modem  RieriTalists  use  that  word  ofteaer  in  one  disamru, 
(ban  did  Christ  and  his  Apostles  in  all  their  preachinr  for  thirtg 

Sears!!  If  those  who  listened  to  the  teachmgs  of  St.  Paul,  or 
t.  John,  or  read  their  writinrs,  were  all  exposed  to  an  endlees 
hell,  ie  it  not  rery  singular  that  they  did  not  mention  it,  at  leaat^ 
9nte  }  How  can  aay  believer  in  endtese  punishment,  aeeoant  for 
tfaeae  omiaaionst  Are  they  not  most  eonrincing;  evidence  that 
it  is  DOl  a  Bible  doctrine  ! 

There  is  not  the  elightest  evidence  that  Endless  punishment 
iraa  preached,  or  believed,  in  the  Christian  chnreh,  until  the 
litrd  century,  as  I  have  already  shown,  when  TertuUian,  an  Af- 
iean,  first  declared  that  the  misery  of  the  damned  would  endure 
ta  loBg  as  the  happiness  of  the  saittts.  Moeheiin  says  that  vf 
a  the  l/iird  century,  all  the  doctrines  which  were  inculcated  by  ' 
he  preachers  of  Christianity,  were  contained  in  the  "  Apoetles 
^teed,"  which  it  is  claimed,  was  wnllen  either  by  the  Apost^  .1 
liemselves,  or  by  their  immediate  successors.  It  reada  as  fol> 
Mrs—"  I  believe  in  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  Creator  of  Beav- 
k  and  Earth;  and  in  Jesus  Christ,  his  only  Son,  our  ttavior,  who 
Kae  conceived  by  the  Holy  Gboat,  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary  t 
kiicred  under  Pontius  Pilate;  was  crucified,  dead  and  buried; 
^  descended  into  Htil:  the  third  day  he  rose  again  from  the 
fftd ;  be  aeceaded  into   Heaven  ;  sitleth   on  the   right  hand  of 


c  Church  ;  the  Communion  of  Sainm;  the  foigivenesa  of 
;  the  Besurrection  of  the  body,  and  life  everlasting."  In 
IS  creed  it  will  be  seen,  there  is  not  one  word  or  even  hint  of 
jbdless  punish  meat,  theTiinily,  or  Vicarious  Atonement.  And 
Elbe  creed,  according  to  Mcsheim,  contains  all  the  doctrinea 
Muloaled  by  iha  early  preachers  of  Chrielisaity,  we  have  thua, 
yitive  evidence  that  these  sentiments  were  not  believed  in  the 
i»reh  for  over  two  hundred  years  after  Chriat.  la  not  thissof- 
-  -o  satisfy  aU  caadid  minds,  thatthesa  daetnn«»Ka*'>i« 
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false  notions  smup^gled  into  the  ChriBtian  Bjrstem  amid  the  igno^ 
ance  and  corruption  of  succeeding  ages  !^[rim«  expired, 

[MR.  HOLMES^  TWELFTH  SPEECH.] 

Oentlemen  Moderators  and  respected  Auditors : — This  is  the  last 
opportunity  I  shall  have  to  address  you  on  this  occasion.  I 
fbank  the  moderators  for  extending  the  time  for  the  last  speech, 
and  will  endeavor  to  improv^e  it  to  the  best  adrantage,  by  making 
such  selections  from  the  abundant  materials  I  have  on  hand,  as 
may  best  serve  the  cause  of  truth. 

Did  time  permit,  I  should  present  my  nineteenth  argument, 
founded  on  the  parables  of  Christ,  in  which  the  doctrine  of  the 
final  perdition  of  the  ungodly  is  most  plainly  and  emphatically 
taugh^.  The  parables  of  the  tares  of  the  fidd—ot  the  net — and  the 
distribution  cf  talents^  are  amongst  those  which  furnish  a  rery 
strong  and  unanswerable  argument  in  refutation  of  the  dogmas 
of  Universaiism.     For  the  present,  howerer,  I  must  forego  the 
pleasure  of  presenting  this  argument,  and  attend  at  once  to  the 
work  of  closing  this  discussion.     The  question  reads,  "  is  there 
sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the  human  fam* 
ily  will  suffer  endless  misery  in  the  future  state.^'     I  have  ex- 
plained my  understanding  of  endless  misery  to  be,  that  it  is  both 
negative  and  positive.     1.  A  loss  of  the  favor  of  God  and  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  ;   and  2,  positive  unhappiness  arising  from 
personal  and  positive  sinfulness.    Mr.  Austin,  aware  that  it 
would  be  up  hill  business  to  contend  against  a  proposition  so 
plain  and  scriptural  as  this,  has  souflrht,  from  the  beginning,  to 
change  the  issue.    His  efEori  has  been  to  separate  it  m>m  its  re- 
lations to  God's  government  and  the  results  of  moral  conduct, 
and  make  it  a  malignant  and  revengeful  proceeding  on  the  part 
of  God,  having  no  other  object  in  view,  and  sustained  by  no  other 
reason,  than  the  gratification  of  a  fiend-like  disposition  to  inflict 
torture  on  his  unfortunate  creatures.    He  has  also  employed  the 
most  extravagant  and   loathsome  expressions  he  could  select 
from  his  peculiar  vocabulary,  to  give  the  whole  subject  a  hideous 
aspect,  and  prevent  a  sober  and  impartial  consideration  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  doctrine  rests.    The  terms  in  which  he 
has  stated  the  question  are  as  follows :  **  Millions  of  souls  falling 
headlong  into  ceaseless  tortures  without  the  slightest  forewamiB|^, 
or  the  least  intimation  that  such  a  doom  awaited  them."    Again 
he  says :     **  Crush  a  sentient  being  down  to  endless  agonies,  for 
failing  to  do  what  he  had  no  power  to  do."     Such  is  the  view  of 
the  affirmative  of  this  question  which  Mr.  Austin  has  everywhere 
connected  with  his  negative  arguments,  and  labored  to  keep  pTom- 
inently  before  the  audience.     But  if  the  gentleman  has  waslid 
his  ammunition  upon  a  creature  of  his  own  inaginatiott— if  h% 
has  hwBL  bea^Af  t»a  im^^^o^  vn^xsmlMi^  t»lis6««  tili  ist4if(tlk* 
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tion  with  which  we  started,  it  is  no  fi^alt  of  mine.  I  hare  en- 
deavored to  keep  to  the  sabject,  as  expressed  in  the  terms  of  the 
(question.  Mr.  Austin's  statement  ana  explanation  of  the  ques- 
tion is  a  direct  and  gross  perversion  of  the  doctrine  involved.  To 
demoUsh  the  monster  which  he  has  conjured  up,  is  one  thing,  but 
to  refute  or  disprove  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  is  quite 
another.  He  has  my  full  consent  to  the  demolition  of  his  own 
man  of  straw,  as  soon  as  he  chooses  to  effect  the  work  ;  but  as 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  final  perdition  of  the  willful  and  incorrigi- 
ble enemies  of  God,  it  stands  upon  a  foundation  which  mocks  tho 
feeble  efiorts  and  futile  objections  of  Universalism. 

Let  us  briefly  review  the  ground  over  which  we  have  passed. 
In  sustaining  the  proposition  that  men  may,  and  that  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  for  believing  some  will,  forfeit  their  final  hap- 
piness, and  be  finally  and  forever  miserable,  my  first  step  was  to 
show  that  the  human  constitution  harmonizes  with  the  idea. — 
Hence,  my  first  araument  was  drawn  from  the  nwal  agency  of 
man.  This  I  prove  by  the  moral  government  of  God ;  the  common 
consent  of  mankind  as  seen  in  the  laws  and  judicial  proceedings  of  all 
nations;  the  evidence  of  personal  consciousness;  the  scriptures ; 
and  the  fact  that  without  moral  liberty  we  are  not  morally  respon- 
sible, and  are  incapable  of  moral  happiness.  The  moral  agency 
of  man  being  established,  it  follows,  tnere  is,  and  must  be,  a  f«aM- 
t^  to  forfeit  final  happiness.  Posti>one  the  final  state  as  far  as 
you  please,  and  still  the  liability  to  nnal  unhappiness  remains. — 
This  liability  can  only  be  removed  by  taking  from  man  his  moral 
agency — that  is,  his  power  of  moral  happiness.  Whatever  man's 
final  condition  may  be,  if  it  is  a  moral  condition  at  all,  it  will  be,  it 
mast  be,  mo:iified  by  his  moral  agency. 

Mr.  Austin,  more  cautious  than  Baliou  and  some  other  Univer- 
salist  authors,  does  not  venture  to  deny  directly  the  moral  liber- 
ty of  men,  but  effects  the  same  object  in  another  way.  He  seems 
to  admit  humiin  agency :  but  forthwith,  as  though  alarmed  at  the 
consequences  of  his  admission,  proceeds  to  neutralize  it  by  deny- 
ing the  power  of  moial  liberty  to  modify  the  final  condition  of 
men.  His  language  is — '*  I  deny  that  his  (man*s)  final  destiny  is 
within  the  sphere  of  hisagencv,orin  any  manner  depending  directly 
upon  it."  To  this  the  reply  is  brief  and  plain.  If  man^s  final  destiny 
is  not  within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  it  is  not  within  the  sphere 
of  his  moral  character,  but  out  of,  aiid  beyond  the  sphere  of  both. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  in  his  final  condition,  he  has  no  moral 
character  at  all :  and  as  there  can  be  no  moral  happiness  without 
moral  character,  his  final  condition  excludes  moral  liappiness. — 
Thus,  Mr.  Austin  in  his  zeal  to  annihilate  hell,  robs  man  of  his 
moral  character,  and  leaves  him  without  the  power  of  acquiring 
and  enjoying  endless  bliss. 

My  second  argument  was  drawn  from  the  moral  attributes  of 
God — holiness,  goodness  and  wisdom.    These  gifo  chaiacttr   to 
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the  Dmne  goirernment.  As  there  is  an  infinite  opposition  to  si  a 
in  the  natare  of  God,  so  mast  there  he  in  the  natore  of  his  fi^oT* 
ernment.  We  may  rest  assured  that  sin  would  hare  been  pre- 
Tented,  if  it  could  have  been,  withont  sabrerting  the  nafure  of 
m^n  and  that  constitution  of  the  dirine  government  best  adapted 
to  promote  the  happiness  of  the  obedient  and  holy.  The  obedient 
and  holy  must  not  be  robbed  of  the  means  of  bliss,  to  accommo- 
date the  disobedient  with  **  incapacity  of  pain;'*  What  may  be 
looked  for  under  these  circumstances  is,  that  €rod  would  make 
the  strongest  possible  display  of  his  opposition  to  sin^  which  the 
nature  of  the  case  would  admit.  His  moral  attributes  would  lead 
to  the  enactment  of  a  penalty  against  sin  which  would  inrolTe 
eternal  Ion — the  forfeiture  of  those  positive  blessines  which  are 
made  sure  to  the  holy  and  obedient.  Anything  short  of  this 
would  fail  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  case,  as  much  as  the  diiier^ 
enca  between  finite  and  infinite.  In  presenting  this  argument,  I 
showed  that  the  moral  attributes  concur  in  opposine  and  ri  mt* 
ing  sin  by  capital  puniihment^they  pre  their  united  and  decided 
saffrage  to  the  doctrine  of  the  irretrievable  perdition  of  the  un- 
godly. 

My  third  proof  is  drawn  from  the  analogy  of  nature.  The 
laws  of  the  moral  world  are  uniform.  We  see  the  same  results  - 
flowing  from  the  same  causes,  during  all  the  stages  of  our  earthly 
existence.  We  have  every  reason  to  suppose  this  would  be  the 
case,  were  man  to  live  on  earth  a  thousand  years,  or  were  he  al- 
lowed this  world  as  his  eternal  residence.  The  great  principles  of 
God's  moral  government  are  the  same  in  their  nature,  operationii, 
and  effects,  at  all  times  and  in  all  places.  In  this  world,  the  sin* 
ner  often  ruins  his  hopes  and  happiness  beyond  the  power  of  rem- 
edy-^is  often  punished  by  divine  inflictions  beyond  the  power  of 
redemption.  Unless  there  shall  be  an  abrupt  change  in  the  ad* 
ministration  of  God  after  this  life,  the  same  result  to  the  sinner  in 
the  future  state  is  not  merely  possible,  it  is  highly  probable.  But  we 
have  no  intimation  in  nature  or  in  revelation  that  any  such  change 
will  take  place  ;  hence  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  ren- 
dered credible  by  the  analogy  of  nature. 

My  next  argument  was  based  on  human  depravity.    On  this 
point  I  showed  :  1.  Men  are  depraved,  and  that  their  depravity  is-'' 
so  strong  as  to  break  through  all  barriers,  both  human  and  divine, 
which  have  been  raised  to  stay  its  progress.    2.  The  fact  that 
moral  evU  exists  under  God*s  government,  is  proof  that  it  alwara 
will  exist,  unless  there  be  poeitive  evidence  that  it  will  be  controfl)> 
ed  and  subdued  by  power  external  to  itself.    3.  Depravity  shuta  * 
oat  moral  light  and  love  of  virtue  from  the  mind,  ana  produoea  a 
state  of  heart  and  mind  which  constitutes  a  pledge  6f  its  perpe* 
tuity.    <*  Men  love  darkness  rather  than  light,  becaaat  iheir  dee4*  ^ 
are  e?lh^    4.  Punishment  cannot  destroy  depravitjp*  because  m.: 
4^aiiol  detflco^  \ta  ca.>3L«fc«  aM^  ^!bM«  beeauai^  to  tha  ^ga^ 
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there  is  no  o:r.ice  in  law.  No  sinner  can  obtain  jastification  by 
the  deeds  of  the  law.  5.  Depr.iviiy  is  increased  by  indulgence. 
•*  Evil  men  and  ftedacers  wa\  worse  and  worse;"  they  often  break 
throus:h  every  moral  restraint,  outrage  every  virtuous  principle, 
and  increase  to  the  last  in  the  inveteracy  of  their  hatred  of  God, 
and  contempt  of  all  that  is  sacred.  I  insist  that  in'^all  such  cases, 
the  presumption  is  decidedly  against  the  idea  of  their  final  restor- 
ation. Nothing  can  assure  us  that  such  characters  will  ever  be 
saved,  short  of  a  positive—**  thus  saith  the  Lord,  every  depraved 
man  who  does  not  repent  in  thij*  life,  5/m//,  without  faily  be  restor- 
ed to  holiness  and  happiness  in  the  future  slate." 

The  next  affirmative  proof  was  based  on  the  nature  of  the  rfi- 
vine  law.  The  law  is  perfect,  and  the  penalty  is  perfect  as  the 
law,  and  exists  in  eternal  union  with  it.  Whatever  favor  the  law 
confer?*  on  the  obedient,  it  confers  forever,  unless  there  be  a  for- 
feitute  by  transg:re'tsion.  So,  also,  whatever  disfavor  the  divine 
law  visits  upon  sinners  is  endless,  unless  a  reprieve  from  just  and 
deserved  punishment  be  olitained.  This,  however,  can  only  be 
obtained  through  the  gospel,  the  benefits  of  which  are  made  over 
to  the  sinner,  on  conditions  whtch  he  may  or  may  not  comply  with. 
From  this  it  follows,  that  in  itacJf  considered,  the  penalty  is  end- 
less. This  also  follows  from  the  nature  of  the  penalty,  which  is 
death.  The  only  way  in  which  Mr  Austin  attempts  to  avoid  the 
force  of  this  consideration,  is  by  denying  that  death  is  death. — 
He  is  not  willing  that  thanatos  should  have  its  usual  signification, 
but  contends  for  a  principle  of  life  in  moral  death — that  those  who 
are  dead  can,  by  their  own  energies^  bring  themselves  into  a  state  of 
life.  Such  attempts  to  get  out  of  a  difliculty  show  the  false  and 
de9perate  character  of  Universalism,  more  forcibly  than  any  thing 
that  1  can  say. 

My  7th  argument  was  based  on  the  nature  and  design  of  the 
atonement  by  Christ,  Under  this  head  I  showed  that  the  atone- 
ment is  vicarious  in  its  nature — and  that  its  design  was  to  propi- 
tiatet  and  so  satisfy  the  claims  of  justice,  that  the  penalty  with 
which  the  sinner  was  threatened  might  be  waived,  and  a  dispetisa- 
tion  of  grace  and  pardon  be  granted  to  a  guilty  world.  This  I 
proved:  1.  From  the  su  fieri  ngs  of  Christ.  As  he  was  innocent, 
and  holy,  not  involved  necessarily  in  any  of  the  penal  consequen- 
ces of  sin  with  which  our  race  has  been  visited,  we  can  only  ac- 
count for  his  sufferings  on  supposition  that  they  were  Toluntary, 
and  vicarious.  2.  From  express  scripture  language,  in  which  it 
is  said,  **  he  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins" — *'  he  lasted  death  for 
every  man" — •*  Christ  hath  loved  us,  and  given  himself  for  us,  an 
ofienng  an^  a  sacrifice  to  God  for  a  sweet  smelling  savor'* — "  He 
was  made  sin  (a  sin  offering)  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin,  that  we 
might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him."  To  these,  add 
ail  those  pasi^ges  in  which  he  is  said  to  bear  the  sins  of  guilty 
men.  3.  It  has  also  appeared  from  scripture,  that  the  sufleriags 
3d 
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of  Christ  jdo  operate  to  deliver  men  from  sin  and  death.  ^'Bt 
^vas  wounded  for  our  transgressions" — the  •*  Lord  bath  Jaid  on  hio 
the  iniquity  of  us  all" — "by  his  stripes  we  are  healed/'  Chmi 
came  to  save  us  from  perishing — that  is,  from  total  and  irrdrieB- 
able  ruiii.  The  terms  redeem,  redemption,  raofom,  reconcilatioo, 
as  employed  in  connection  with  the  blood  and  death  of  Chni!r 
and  with  reference  to  the  moral  condition  of  the  human  race^sfaoir 
that  Christ  is  the  procuring  cause  of  human  salvation.  More 
over,  the  scriptures  represent  the  condition  of  the  world,  anil 
from  the  provisions  of  the  gospel,  to  be  hopeless^  and  thatCbriit* 
advent  and  atonement  were  necessary  lo  the  redemption  ol  tbc 
world,  and  the  salvation  of  sinners. 

My  eighth  arj^ument'is  drawn  from  the  moral  itirpitude  of  sin. 
I  have  shown,  in  a  number  of  instances,  how  JMr.  Austin  and  his 
brethren,  explain  away  the  sinfulness  of  sin,  and  make  it  a  verv 
small  matter.  Indeed,  on  the  principles  of  Uuiver.«aliem,  it  is 
pfrfect  nonsense  to  talk  of  moral  guilt:  no  such  thing  can 
exist ;  the  law  loses  its  high  moral  character  as  the  embodiment 
of  the  moral  perfection  of  God,  and  man  loses  his  accoonlabiiity. 
On  the  contrary,  I  have  proved  sin  to  be  an  infinite  evil,  or  oiteaoe; 
not  from  the  character  of  the  sinner,  but  from  other  and  higher 
considerations.  It  is  the  violation  of  an  infinite  law,  ami  of  ia- 
finite  obligations,  and  is  an  infinite  evil,  in  the  same  sease  that  ho- 
liness is  an  infinite  good.  The  endless  loss  of  holiness  and  hap- 
piness would  be  to  man  an  infinite  evil.  Hence,  as  sin  di^iaccs 
holiness  and  happiness,  and  ne\-er  restores  them,  it  is,  in  iu  na- 
ture and  tendency,  an  infinite  evil.  Sin  aims  at  defeating  the 
highest  purpose  and  design  of  the  moral  government  ol  God,  and 
as  that  purpose  is  one  of  infinite  good  to  moral  being8«  sia  ia  an 
infinite  evil,  because  it  stands  opposed  to  the  highest  moral  good 
contemplated  by  the  divine  government.  Such  beuif^  the  raonU  Cor- 
pitude  of  sin,  those  who  love  it,  and  voluntarily  and  mider- 
standingly  promote  it,  are  justly  obnoxious  to  a  punishment  whieh 
would  be  inhnite  in  the  same  sense  that  holiness  and  happiaftss 
will  be  an  infinite  good  to  the  obedient.  Such  a  puai^hawnt 
would  correspond  with  the  nature  of  the  oiience. 

\Ve  have  also  seen  that  the  moral  aitributes  of  God  approve 
the  inflictions  of  justice.  The  holiness,  goodness,  wisdom,  and 
love  of  God,  have  given  their  suffrage  to  the  most  marked  and  ter- 
rible inflictions  of  God  upon  otFenders.  vindicating  his  jadicialjmd 
penal  administration  from  the  charge  of  injustice*  eveBrio  ihose 
cases  in  which  the  sinner  is  destroyed  without  remedy,  or  uUoriy 
perishes  *•  in  his  own  corruptions.-'  ,    . 

We  have  also  heard  the  voice  of  humaH'  ftoLation.  ptfpcjfiii^iig 
the  liability  and  danger  of  failing  to  secure  the  highcunaivdof  oar 
being.  The  doctrine  of  probation  necessarily  fTiihriijifjn  itajjf 
the  idea  of  danger.  A\liere  there  is  mota|)^^i  qm^^fi^m^^mJimw 
from  a  state  or  place,  (as  must  be  true  nf  i*  JlirHglpiHijL  irnjji 
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tion,)aiid  where  the  event  may  he  prosperous  or  adverse,  and  musi 
he  one  or  the  other »  there  will,  there  must  always  be,  danger  of 
the  adverse  issue.  This  calamitous  termination  of  probation  in 
reference  to  things  of  this  life,  often  operates  an  entire  forfeiture 
of  earthly  blessings.  The  same  principle  extends  to  spiritual 
things,  and  applies  to  the  future,  as  well  as  present  existence  of 
man.  This  world  is  a  state  of  trial  or  probation  for  the  future. 
Whether  we  terminate  this  life,  prepared  to  enter  upon  a  blissful 
one  hereafter,  is  a  question  to  be  settled  by  the  manner  in  which 
we  employ  and  improve  our  probation.  As  is  the  moral  charac- 
ter at  death,  so  will  it  be  after  death,  and  exert  a  corresponding  ? 
influence  on  the  endless  destiny  of  man.  If  there  be  uniformity  S 
in  the  divine  government,  immutability  in  the  operation  of  moral  ' 
laws,  and  truth  in  the  teachings  of  direct  and  positive  revelation, 
there  is  liabilitu  and  danger,  and  sufficient  evidence  for  believing 
that  some  wUf  prove  recreant  to  their  own  highest  interest,  and 
forfeit  their  future  and  final  happiness. 

My  eleventh  argument  was  drawn  from  the  common  consent  of 
mankind.  In  presenting  this,  I  had  two  objects  in  view.  l.  The 
refutation  of  the  allegation  of  Universalism,  that  endless  punish- 
ment is  contrary  to  common  sense,  and  2.  To  show  that  so  far  as 
universal  suffrage  may  be  claimed  as  proof  of  the  truth  of  a  doc- 
trine, that  suffrage  goes  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  the  question 
under  discussion,  besides  this,  the  doctrine  of  endless  punish- 
ment amongst  the  heathen  has  the  force  of  positive  truth,  inasmuch 
as  it  stands  connected  with  the  original  revelations  of  God  to  the 
human  race.  What  I  have  said  on  this  point,  may  be  sum- 
med up  thus :  1.  Future  retribution,  with  its  endless  consequences 
to  the  ungodly,  is  co-extensive  with  the  history  of  our  race.  2. 
The  doctnne  exists,  and  has  existed,  from  time  immemorial,  not 
as  an  invention,  nor  as  a  truth  which  they  themselves  have  discov- 
ered, but  is  referred  to  antiquity,  and  clauned,  as  are  all  their  fun- 
damental religious  views,  as  having  its  origin,  in  ancient  divine 
communications,  and  as  owing  its  preservation  to  the  agency  of 
tradition.  3.  A  fact,  or  doctrine,  which  exists  among  all  nations, 
and  by  the  agency  of  a  general  tradition,  must  have  had  a  common 
source.  This  common  source  we  have  seen  to  be  a  common  revela- 
tion. In  confirmation  of  this,  the  prophecy  of  £noch  respecting 
the  judgment  which  God  would  execute  upon  the  ungodly,  is  refer- 
red to  bv  Jude,  as  the  punishment  of  those  **  to  whom  is  reserved 
the  blaatness  of  darkness  forever. ^* — (Jude  13-16.)  All  that  Mr. 
Austin  has  been  able  to  say  in  opposition  to  this,  is,  that  Cicero 
and  one  or  two  others  had  intimated  that  the  ancients  had  "  invent- 
ed infernal  punishments  of  the  dead,"  to  keep  the  wicked  in  awe. 
Concerning  this  I  have  spoken  sufficiently  elsewhere. 

My  tftdfth  argument  is  deduced  from  the  eonditumality  of  sal- 
ffation.  By  eondilianal,  I  mean  salvation  to  men  is  suspended  up- 
on some  recognition  of  obligation  and  duty  on  their  part,  without 
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the  gmeidVB  hotm  will  tiot  b^  eonferved.  Tb0  Tfrr  ikn  ^ 
a  comh^on,  supposcfp  that  it  may  or  may  not  he  perfistTnea;  tid  tf 
Dot  performed,  tnen  the  protnised,  but  conditional  benefit,  will  not 
be  enjoyed  :  that  ie,  tkit  which  is  made  conditional  ta  man,  can* 
not  be  acquired  by  him,  and  Will  tuttet  be  poeseesed,  if  the  con- 
dition be  refused,  or  aegtiected.  Mr,  Austin  baa  admitted  that 
saWation  in  this  life  is  conditiovial,  bat  baa  failed  entirely  to  prete 
that  it  is  not  conditional'  in  regard  to  our  fntura  and  endless  state 
On  the  contrary,  I  have  proved  the  eOnditionality  of  salvation  is 
respect  to  both  states.  ] .  From  the  nature  of  salvatioii.  It  is 
not  physical,  but  moral.  It  is  deliverance  from  a  state  of  gaflt 
and  depravity,  contracted  and  made  our  otim^  hj  volnntary  sis ; 
hence  required  the  action  of  the  wilt,  in  the  reeeption  of  that  fss- 
pel  provision  intended  to  delivcT  ns  from  it  Gospd  salvaticm 
»  always  and  everywhere  the  same,  whether  ei^'oyed  in  this  hfe 
or  after  death,  it  is  the  same  in  its  ilarnre,  and  mast  be  enjoyed  on 
the  eame  terms,  if  it  be  enjoyed  at  i^l.  If  not,  then  there  ia  no  naifom- 
ity  in  the  Divine  proceadin^gps ;  the  constitution  of  the  Gospel  wiO 
be  diillfeTent  at  some  fatnre  time  from  what  it  lutw  is,  and  that 
which  in  conditiolial  at  one  time,  will  be  anconditional  at  another. 
But  these  absunlities  are  not  tabe  thoof^ht  of.  The  conatitotioii  of 
the  gospel  w^ll  always  remain  the  same ;  aa  long  aa  salvation 
shall  be  ofii^red  to  men  at  all,  it  will  be  upon  the  same  terms:  **  He 
that  helieveth,  shall  he  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not, 
shall  be  danrned.'*  2.  The  same  fact  is  confirmed  by  the  absence 
of  all  evidence  whatever,  that  any  man  who  dies  in  a  state  of  sin 
and  depravity  will  be  saved  in  heaven,  either  conditionally  or  oiher- 
wiHC.  3.  We  have  seen  the  Bible  abonnds  wfth  direct  and  posi- 
tive proof  on  the  sub}ect.  Scores,  if  not  hundreds,  of  passages, 
assert  directlj^,  and  indinnitly,  the  conditionality  of  present  aiid 
Bttrnal  salvation,  thus  establishing,  as  truth,  the  liak^ity  and  dan* 
gerof  fmlmg  in  the  attainment  of  final  holiness  and  happinesi. 

The  Uitrtcenth  argument  offered  by  me  to  sustain  the  ajfinaa- 
tive  of  this  question,  is  drawn  from  the  cor? |}tBt  exhibited  m  scrip* 
ture  between  the  righteous  and  wicked.  ^*  God^s  face  is  agahmt 
the  wicked,''  but  **  ne  takes  pleasare  in  them  that  fiar  him."  I 
have  fl^own  ^at  id  respect  to  the  approbation  of  God  and  the 
enjoyment  of  moral  happiness,  this  contrast  exists  in  Mra  /^e-~ 
is  strongly  marked  in  death:  that  on  the  pi'itcipleaol  aimSogT 
and  p4HU)0ophy,  the  morai  character  must  be  the  same  ss^frr'  dmSS^ 
that  a  is  when  that  change  takes  jfriace,  and  must  remaii^  aO,  m- 
til  modified  by  moriiKaf^encies  employed  for  that  purpose^  h  bavA 
also  proved  by  the  positive  declatations  of  Chfm,>tkct  tba  stiM^ 
contmst  will  exist  in  the  retfutrection  state,  aa^ais^  mi  ttta-^ba^  df 
general  judgment,  and  wili  vMHy  and  give  iXhalte|i»:  la  aili> 
decisions  of  th«t  augast  occasion.  **  These  ahaii  |tf^#W»y  lilto 
everlasting  punishment^  but  the  righteous  iata^fr^liliill.**  ^ 
Ult  intbr  futurity  aa  we  call  liii  i  il iiii(liwi>ll  jMiMii  jt,  M 
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tVe  sane  opposition  of  charmeter  between  tlie  righteoq^aAd  wick- 
ed, drawn  by  the  hand  of  inemration,  and  iuung  iui  immutable 
stamp  on  human  destiny.  Wbeie  wiJl  this  contrast  end  ?  In 
vain  has  Mr.  Austin  attempted  to  answer  this  questioa>  and  affoid 
relief  to  this  picture. 

A  strong  and  unanswerable  argument  has  also  been  dedueed 
from  the  ooctrine  of  a  future  and  general  judgment.  There  is  no 
one  portion  of  Christian  theology  more  hated  by  Uni^ersalists 
than  this.  The  reason  is  obvious.  If  they  allow  a  future  and 
general  judjgment,  they  must  also  allow  puni^nent  subsequent 
to  the  decisions  of  that  day^  and  then  they  have  no  data  on  which 
to  predicate  an  argument  for  the  final  holiness  and  happinesp  of 
all  men.  The  judgment  is  against  Univeraalism,  therefore  Uni- 
versalists  are  against  the  judgment.  But  the  Bible  ha^  put  this 
subject  beyond  all  dispute  with  every  honest  mind.  It  is  impos- 
aible  for  any  unsophisticated  miAd  to  read  the  Bible  with  a  sin- 
cere desir^  to  know  the  truth,  without  being  convinced  of  the 
propriety  and  truth  of  the  doctrine  oi  a  future  and  general  judg^ 
ment.  The  outline  of  proof  on  this  subiect  is  as  follows :  1 .  God 
has  a  right — it  is  his  prerogative,  if  he  chooses,  to  have  a  day  of 
general  judgment,  for  the  general  and  final  distribution  of  re- 
wards and  punishments.  2.  Suck  an  arrangement  is  necessary, 
to  justify  the  ways  of  God  to  man.  Scripture  find  maUer  of  fact 
afford  most  positive  proof  that  the  present  ia  not  a  state  of  pitrfect 
retribution.  3.  On  the  Univei^jiet  thepry  of  punishment,  this 
world  is  not  a  state  oi  ptrftU  retriknitioa^  sixicet  tn  r^iy  many  ca- 
ses the  reformation  of  the  sinner  is  not  se<;ui#d»  but  he  becomes 
worse  and  worse  to  the  last  day  of  Ufe.  If  the  object  of  punish- 
ment in  these  cases,  be  attained  at  all*  ^  must  be  in  the  /uiuKe 
state.  Hence  there  must  be  punishment*  and  c^iiAeqiAenjLly  judg- 
ment, after  this  life.  4.  This  is  farther  conJtouod  by  the  fact  that 
ihen  cannot  be  rewarded  nor  punished  according  tQ  their  works, 
until  the  influence  those  works  have  ejQerted  in  the  formation  of 
human  character  ahall  be  f  uUy  resii^ed ;  9x4  this  will  not  he, 
until  human  probation  is  endedi  ^nd  the  gospel  ahaJU  be  preached 
t'j  sinners  no  longer.  5.  The  Jew3  believed  and  taught  the  doc- 
trine of  a  future  iud^^ment,  as  is  abund^tly  evident  from  their 
historians  and  rabbinical  writing^.  ^.  This  dpctrine  is  most  co- 
piously and  emphatically  taught  in  the  scjiptures.  The  passages 
which  relate  to  this  subject  ^x  the  tiioe  ol  it9  pccurrence  afier 
this  life,  and  denominate  it  the  day  of  judgnienjt— the  judgment  of 
the  great  day — ^^the  judgment  to  come — 4be  judgment  seat  of  Christ, 
JUc,  They  also  declare  (xod  hath  a§tpQinU4  a  day  in  which  he 
will  judge  the  world—and  that  the  wicked  are  ^*  rmTf^M  unto  the 
day  of  judgment  to  be  punished." 

My  next  (]6th).argument,  is  ioonded  on  the  Bible  view  of  the 
final  condition  ol^ps  sinner..  Under  thjie  headi  we  have  demonstra- 
ted from  scriptiireTl'  Th«l  ^  onrifhit^QjQe  ebaU  not  iaherit  tl^e 


774  HOLMES*  rWSLPTB  8PBECH 

kingdom  of  God,  or  of  Christ ;  that  they  have  no  inheritaace  there; 
that  they  shall  not  see  God^s  kingdom,  and  shall  not  enter  into  it. 
But,  if  the  sinner  has  no  inheritance,  and  cannot  acquire  any,  it 
follows  he  must  fail  of  final  holiness  and  happiness.  2.  We 
have  seen  that  the  scriptures  declare  the  wicked  have  their  por- 
tion in  that  worldly  and  temporal  happiness  which  polains  to 
this  life,  and  that  in  this  respect  they  are  distinguished  from  the 
righteous,  who  have  their  chief  reward  in  the  Uie  to  come.  3.  It 
has  also  aopeared  that  the  Bible  reveals  a  place  of  future  punish- 
ment, by  the  terms  Sheoi,  Hades,  C^henna,  and  Tartarus,  as  well 
as  by  unavoidable  inference  from  the  genoul  doctrine  and  teach- 
ing of  scripture,  and  that  the  unrighteous  are  constnied  to  this 
place  of  punishment  when  they  leave  this  world.  4.  The  word 
of  God  represents  the  condition  of  some  sinners  as  hopeiess. 
5.  Sinners  are  threatened  with  eternal  punishment,  and  said  to  be 
in  danger  of  it,  which  would  be  very  inconsistent  and  improper, 
if  no  such  punishment  were  possible.  6.  The  future  punishment 
of  the  wicked  is  said  to  be  tneir  endj  their  portion^  and  eternal. 

My  17th  and  18th  arguments  having  been  presented  in  my  last 
speech,  are  so  fresh  in  the  recollection  of  the  audience,  that  they 
need  not  be  referred  to  again,  by  way  of  recapitulation.  In  thtt 
review  of  my  coarse  of  argument  on  this  question,  I  have  omitted 
many  important  points,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  but  the  audience 
have  had  them  in  the  course  of  the  debate,  and  they  will  all  be 
found  in  detail  in  the  published  form  of  this  discussion.  Tiken 
as  a  whole,  I  hare  given  you  a  chain  of  proofs  which  cannot  be 
broken  by  any  effort,  either  of  logic  or  sophistry.  That  Grod's 
character,  works,  government  and  word,  should  furnish  so  many 
and  strong  proofs  of  the  truth  of  a  proposition,  and  yet  that  pro- 
position he  false,  may  be  regarded  a  moral  impossibility. 

To  break,  or  weaken  the  force  of  these  affirmative  proofs,  Mr. 
Austin  has  presented  the  following  negative  considerations.  1. 
That  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  not  taught  in  the  Old 
Testament.  He  quotes  several  authors  wi&  approbation,  who 
say  the  '^blessings  and  curses,^'  promised  in  the  Old  Testament, 
*•*  consisted  altogether  of  vforldbf  benefits  and  punitkment$t^  and 
yet  he  quotes  from  the  same  wntings  to  prove  the  final  holioess 
and  happiness  of  all  men :  and  farther  states  that  the  doctrine 
was  contradicted  by  the  Old  Testament  writers,  though,  if  w«  aie 
to  believe  him,  there  was  no  mention  made  of  the  etibject.  In 
my  scriptural  argument  I  have  shown  that  the  doetrine  was 
taught  there,  in  various  ways,  and  that  the  Jews  gefeeia)ly'4ie- 
lieved  it  ]  a  fact  which  Mr.  Austin  has  been  compelled  fiwdly  to«d- 
mit.  2.  He  has  argued  that  endless  punishment  is  opooaed  t0  the 
dictates  of  reason.  To  sustain  this  position,  he  ftocitphi  to  exalt 
reason  above  revelation .  On  this  point  he  look^bi jmvad  bbcu- 
_.^.^.  skeptic  in  the  land, and  fidlyj^*^"^^"  '  " 

li  \  «Aa\^«  ti^  I  have  shown  " 
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of  his  proposition,  and  the  skeptical  character  of  his  reasoning, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  every  candid  mind.  3.  In  the  next  place  he 
insists  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  of  heathen  origin. 
In  answer  to  this,  I  have  proved  that  the  heathen  themselves 
(Cicero,  and  one  or  two  others  excepted,  who  did  not  believe  in 
a  future  state  at  all,)  claimed  the  doctrine  in  common  with  other 
religious  truths,  as  a  revelation  from  heaven.  I  have  also  traced 
its  connection  with  God's  ancient  revelations  to  the  patriarchs. 
Moreover,  I  have  made  it  plain,  that  if  .this  negative  argument 
have  any  force,  it  must  bear  with  equal  weight  against  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Divine  existence,  and  of  future,  endless  felicity,  since 
these  truths  were  believed  by  heathen,  and  were  of  heathen  ori- 
gin, in  the  same  sense  as  was  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend. 
His  fourth  negation  is,  that  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice. 
His  fifth  is,  that  it  violates  that  fundamental  rule  of  God^s  gov- 
ernment which  ordains  that  men  shall  be  punished  according  to 
their  deeds.  The  weakness  and  folly  of  these  positions  have 
been  made  ko  apparent,  that  farther  remark  upon  tne  point  is  un- 
called for.  Indeed,  these  two  points  embrace  only  one  idea,  which 
is  founded  in  assumption,  argued  in  sophistry,  and  contradicted 
by  scripture  and  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  Austin's  6th  negative  is,  that  endless  misery  destroys  a!l 
certainty  in  the  administration  of  rewards  and  punishments.     The 
bare  statement  of  this  is  a  sufficient  refutation.     It  comes  so  di- 
rectly in  contact  with  scripture,  that  it  is  a  wonder  the  gentleman 
should  make  such  a  declaration.     While  it  is  asserted,  "GoJ  is 
no  respecter  of  persons" — "  he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and 
he  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned,"  it  can  never  be  uncertain 
whether  the  righteous  will  be  rewarded,  or  the  wicked  punished. 
His  seventh  is,  that  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend,  makes  God's 
character  repulsive  to  the  better  feelings  of  the  human  heart. 
Of  course,  he  would  have  us  believe  that  the  better  feelings  of 
the  human  heart,  are  those  possessed  by  Universalists.     But  to 
make  out  his  case,  he  quotes  a  number  of  authors  who  have  used 
strong  expressions  in  regard  to  God's  displeasure  towards  the  sin- 
ner.    However  men  may  have  represented  God's  character,   I 
deny  that  the  doctrine  under  consideration  does,  when  viewed  in 
its  relations,  and  in  connection  with  the  reasons  for  it,  represent 
the  character  of  God  in  any  aspect  inconsistent  with  his  justice 
or  his  love.    And  indeed,  after  all  the  pains  laken  to  give  us  quota- 
tions from  orthodox  authors,  he  has  presented  nothing  more  strong, 
anrl  emphatic,  than  the  language  oi  Jehovah  himself,  in  respect 
to  the  moral  desert  and  future  punishment  of  the  wicked.     The 
eig;hth  negative  proof  is,  that  the  sentiment  to  which  he  stands 
opposed   makes  men  hard-hearted  and  cruel.     To  prove  this,  he 
quotes  Tertullian  and  two  or  three  others  who  have  employed 
extravagant  laq^Mjage  in  regard  to  the  final  perdition  of  the  un- 
godly.   And  thfffs  the  sum'  of  his  proof.     While  on  the  other 
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WUX  be  lost,  because  they  cannot  beliere — ^that  all  idiott  and  in- 
sane persons  must  be  consigned  to  perdition  for  the  same  reason 
— and  that  all  heathen  must  fail  of  future  felicity,  because  they 
have  not  the  written  word  and  preached  gospel.  These  are  dec- 
JaratioBs  which  he  ousht  to  know  to  be  perfectly  groundless — 
in  direct  opposition  to  tne  teachings  of  all  evangelical  Christians, 
And  the  plainest,  and  frequently  repeated  statements  of  God's 
word.  As  infants  have  never  sinned  personally^  they  are  all 
saved  unconditionally  through  the  atonement — idiots  are  not  at 
all  responsible — and  the  heathen  are  only  accountable  for  the 
jnoral  advantages  they  possess.  *^  In  every  nation,  he  that  fear- 
€th  God  and  worketh  riffhtousness  is  accepted  with  him.'-  The 
gentleman^s  tixtuntJif  which  is  that  endless  punishment  consigns 
noral  men  to  hell»  bears  with  as  much  force  against  limited  as 
endless  punishment,  in  proportion  to  its  duration.  Besides,,  it  as- 
sumes a  false  standard  of  morality,  and  overlooks  the  fact  that 
God  is  no  respecter  of  persons.  Mr.  Austin^s  tevtntutUk  nega- 
tive argument  alledges  that  the  affirmative  of  this  question  makes 
religion  a  matter  of  telfish  and  sordid  calculation.  Take  from  the 
above,  the  terms  selfish  and  sordid^  and  to  what  remains  I  have 
Ao  objection.  I  have  sufficiently  vindicated  my  views  from  the 
charge  implied  in  this  negative  argument,  and  have  also  shown 
that  as  Universalism  leads  men  to  cast  off  fear  and  restrain  prayer, 
it  is  oi»en  to  one  of  the  most  serious  charges  which  Almighty 
God  brings  against  the  enemies  of  truth  and  righteousness.  The 
^ig/U«en/A  n^ative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  endless  pun- 
ishment destroys  the  peace  of  those  who  believe  it.  That  the  ex- 
posure of  our  fellow  men  to  misery  and  danger  of  any  kind, 
should  affect  our  minds,  is  not  strange.  Were  our  minds  not 
susceptible  of  such  a  feeling,  we  should  be  insensible  to  those  mo- 
tives which  address  themselves  to  the  sympathies  of  our  nature, 
and  are  intended  to  engage  us  in  efforts  for  the  good  of  mankind. 
But  these  feelings  afford  no  more  proof  against /tUure.  than  pres^ 
tnt  punishment— against  that  which  is  endless,  than  that  which  is 
limited  in  duration.  The  expressions  quoted  from  Saurin  and  Dr. 
Barnes,  do  not  equal  in  the  intensity  of  the  feeling  they  disclose, 
those  made  by  some  of  the  inspired  writers  in  respect  to  the  moral 
condition  of  men.  Jeremiah  said,  ^*  Oh  that  my  head  were  wa- 
ters, and  mine  eyes  a  fountain  oi  tears,  that  I  might  weep  day 
and  night,'*  Uc.  St.  Paul  had  ^*  great  heaviness  and  oontiuual 
florrow  in  his  heart.'*  Our  Lord  wept  over  Jerusalem ;  and  on 
another  occasion,  declared,  *^my  soul  is  exceeding  sorrowful, 
even  unto  death."  What  a  pity  that  these  blinded  individuals 
bad  not  been  enlightened  by  Universalism.  Instead  of  weeping 
and  being  sorrowful,  they  would  have  laughed  for  joy.  They 
would  have  seen  that  all  this  misery,  arising  from  depravity,  is, 
after  all,  aJ'I'^  jmm/  speculation,,  which  is  being  manaji^ed  by  the 
aniveMAl  Fath jPHr  the  benefit  pf  his  creatures,  in  which  sin  and 
33* 
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miBery  ft  the  tapH&l  Un&titi^  and  the  prnfH9  trill  eeaiirt  ii  t 
Oorresuonding  amount  of  holincM  aad  hapfnneas. 

In  the  geatleman^t  tenth  speech,  I  find  very  little  wrnlhy  ol  in- 
tention, or  calling  for  reply,  save  a  few  iaAteetic  Untrefsfo 
expoMtioDs  of  Mnptare,  In  which,  as  a  deniier  resort,  he  ii«  H 
the  deetmction  of  Jenitalem  for  relief  from  tiie  plain  aad  foiciUi 
tcachiags  of  thooe  passages  which  cannot  he  perrerted  in  as^ 
other  way.  I  really  do  not  know  what  UniyeraaltstB  woaid  do, 
were  it  not  for  Jerusalem.  On  their  principleB  of  inleiatelatifli, 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  is  the  key  to  the  whole  Biwe— it  ii 
it  is  the  principal  husiness  of  revelation,  to  teli  the  world  of  ^ 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.  The  great  pains  Mr.  A«0Ctn  has  takes 
in  his  eomment  on  2  Thess.  i.  9,  to  run  round  and  roend  Ae  ssb- 
iect,  and  ohseure  and  cover  up  the  plain  lang^ua^  of  the  paseigf 
Before  he  ventures  to  bring  out  his  own  twetM,  m  kat^f  asaspi 
eious  circumstance.  But  after  all,  his  explanation  of  it  mait 
strike  every  intelligent  mind,  as  so  perfectly  umeasonahle  and 
childish,  that  to  name  it,  is  a  sufficient  refatatioii.  To  he  tmt- 
ished  widi  everlasting  destruction  from  die  presence  of  thie  Loid 
«nd  the  glory  of  his  power,  he  says,  is  to  be  banished  from  ier»> 
ssdem,  and  from  the  holy  temple,  where  God^s  presenee  was  hi- 
heved  to  be  manifested  in  a  peculiar  manner  to  hui  ehoaea  paefie. 
lliat  is,  the  Jews  who  resided  at  Thessalonica,  a  heatiiefr  eity,  itere 
threatened  by  St.  Paul  with  everlastin|^  banishment  ftooi  the  pvelh 
ence  cfl  the  Lord  in  Jentsalem,  and  this  threat  waS'exeeirted  wheh 
Jerusalem  was  destroyed  by  the  Ronmn  army,  long  alter  ^  detti 
of  the  apostle,  and  many,  if  not  all  those  Jews  to  whieh  Blr.  Ava- 
tin  supposes  &e  passage  refers.  This  is  truly  wonderful.  Bat 
the  gentleman  thinks  his  view  is  favored  by  the  meaning'  of  th^ 
tiie  word  aletkron,  translated  destruction,  and  whidi  he  ttja 
means,  ''pain,  suffering  of  any  description.'^  Bat  it  hcppena, 
Donnegan  defines  it,  '^rum,  perdition y^*  and  Clarke  .on  the  muak 
word,  remarks  as  follows :  "  What  this  everlattmg  datfyuUm 
consists  in,  we  cannot  tell.  It  is  not  annihiU^tionj  for  theif  6^t*>f 
continues,  and  as  the  destruction  is  ewrfasling^  it  is  an  etefad 
continuance  and  presence  of  fu^stanfto/  m/,  and  abeento  ef  oU  ffH^t^ 
for  a  part  of  this  punishment  consists  in  being  hanidied  Mm  ^ 
presefnce  of  the  Lord — excluded  from  his  opprobaikm  forevtr;  e6 
that  die  light  of  his  couutenance  can  be  no  more  eihjoyed,«a  Mlh 
will  be^in  eternal  impossibility  of  ever  being^  recfMieiled  tb'hhlk^ 
I  should  not  have  quoted  Clarxe  on  this  poiirt,  dirert  an#  iM^if  jtil 
as  his  lanj^oaffe  is,  if  Mr.  Austin  had  not  used-  hia  BStte^hl 
nection  with  me  subject,  and  thudattemirted  to  nafcehhihi 
srble  for  an  exposition  of  scripture^  which  he  "winM  '^ 
violating  common  sense,  the  establLlhed  rules  of  BR^ 
and  as  be'ng  in  itself,  unnatural  and  fooli^  lathe^tpiiiijjf  -Wtl^- 
Aer  on  this  poiat  we  have  only  to  shy :    '  ^'^ 

•»To  yett  trho  ase  trofuhM^  re^  tiM  m.^ 
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nor  otker  Christians  had  rett  in  that  age,  from  persecutions  and 
tribulations.  The  rest  to  which  they  were  directed,  was  their  fu- 
tire  heayenty  inheritance.  2.  He  farther  adds — *''  When  the  Lord 
Jesus  shal!  be  revealed  from  heaven,  with  his  mifi^hty  angels  in 
flaming  ftre.^^  We  might  as  well  look  for  a  full  explanation  of 
this  language  in  the  destruction  of  Rome,  as  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem :  especially  as  connected  with  the  punishment  of  the 
inhabitants  of  ¥h»ssalonica.  3.  **  Taking  vengeance  on  them  that 
Ieuow  not  God  and  obey  not  the  gospel  oi  onr  Lord  Jesus  Christ.' - 
It  is  probable  the  persecuting  Jews  were  included  in  this  reference 
to  the  nneodly,  but  the  description  answers  more  particularly  to 
the  uago Ily  persecuting  Gentiles — '*  those  who  know  not  God, 
and  obey  not  the  gospel.^'  There  is  no  reference  to  the  Jews,  as 
distiagnished  from  other  sinners.  4.  This  vengeance  was  to  be 
executed  '*  when  he  shall  come  to  be  glorilied  in  his  saints,  and 
to  be  admired  in  all  them  that  believe^' — ^which  event  has  not  yet 
taken  place,  and  will  not  until  he  shall  consummate  the  purposes  of 
the  gospel  dispensation.  The  gentleman  says  his  view  is  corrob- 
orated by  Hammond  and  other  commentators.  But  he  has  fur- 
nished no  proof  of  this,  and  if  he  takes  the  same  liberty  with 
Hammond  that  he  does  with  Clarke,  we  have  no  reason  to  sup- 
pose Hammond  gives  him  any  support  whatever.  It  is  probable 
Mr.  Austin  takes  his  authorities  from  ^'  Page's  Selections."  This 
author  does  not  scrapie  to  garble  and  misrepresent  the  views  oi 
orthodox  commentators,  as  often  as  it  suits  his  purpose.  Finally, 
Mr.  Austin  overturns  all  he  has  said  in  explanation  ot  this  pas- 
sage, by  the  use  he  afterwards  makes  of  the  term  destroyed.  He 
quotes  (Rev.  xx.  14,)  *^  Death  and  Hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of 
dre/'  i.  e.,  *^  were  destroyed.''^  Now,  if  destruction  in  this  case  is 
perpetual  and  irretrievable,  as  I  contepd  it  is,  and  as  Mr.  Austin 
admits,  it  remains  for  him  to  show  why  it  does  not  mean  the  same 
in  Thess.  i  9,  and  why  he  does  not  agree  with  Hammond,  who 
says«  everlasting  destruction,  in  this  place,  means  ^^  utter  destrw> 
titrn.^^  Moreover,  as  hell  is  to  be  destroyed  without  remedy,  by 
bein^  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,  according  to  Mr.  Austin's  own 
admission,  it  follows  that  the  being  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  men- 
tioned in  the  next  (15th)  verse,  implies  a  destruction  equally  ir- 
remediable. Now,  as  he  insists  that  ^^destrudion^^  signifies  *<  pain, 
sofbring  of  an}  description/'  it  is  plain  from  his  own  reasoning, 
that  those  whose  names  are  *'not  written -in  the  book^of  life," 
and  are  therefore  *^  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,"  are  doomed  to  in- 
terminable pain  and  suffering.  That  is,  his  own  reasoning  sup- 
ports the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment 

Off  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  I  need  only  make  a  remark 
or  two  in  addition  to  what  I  have  said  elsewhere.  1 .  Mr.  Aus- 
tin connects  the  name  of  Clarke  with  his  exposition  of  Matt,  and 
Mark,  on  this  fi^|  and  asks  whether  Methodist  clergymen  have 
4wm  gsr«&th«^Bple  th»  riewa  oi  their  own  Dr.  CiariEi.    His 
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whose  effic>tiouH  blood,  no  sinnet  can  be  axwti.  Mi.  Page>  the 
Tenoirned  author  of  the  "  Selectiona,"  gives  a  rare  specimen  of 
his  candor  in  quoting;  from  Clarke  on  this  passage.  Passing  over 
all  be  says  on  the  main  Bubjeet,  in  which  Ihe  Di.  asserts  the  final 
perdition  of  the  ungodly  in  ihs  most  emphatic  manner,  he  gives 
a  part  of  what  h«  says  on  the  wo^^^^  "  nigh  unto  cursing,"  in  the 
8lh  veree,  as  being  applicable  to  ihe  Jewish  people  about  to  be 
cursed  of  Ood.  It  ia  in  this  way  that  Universalist  writeca  obtain 
GoncexsionB  from  the  orthodox. 

Matt,  ixiii  33,  Mark  ix.  43,and  Jude  6,  Mr.  Austin  refuslo  th* 
desimetion  of  Jeruaaleni.  So  the  question,  "how  can  ye  es- 
cape the  damnation  of  hell  I"  means,  bow  can  ye  escape  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem .'  "  It  is  beKer  lo  enter  into  life  tnaimed, 
than  having  two  hands,  to  go  into  hsil,  into  Ihe  fire  that  never 
shall  be  qoencbed,  where  lAnr  worm  dielh  nol,  and  the  fire  ia  not 
quenched,"  mean*,  yon  had  better  pari  with  yoor  valuable  posMS- 
BioD»,  idAic^  offend  you,  and  be  Chrislians,  than  be  involved  in 
the  destructioa  of  Jerumlem.  So,  also,  the  "  sngeU  who  kept 
nol  their  first  csiale,  but  left  their  own  habitations,  aad  are  re* 
ierv«d  in  everlaEling  chains,  tinder  darkness,  unto  the  iodgment 
of  ihe  great  day,"  the  gentleman  lells  us,  are  certain  spoatale 
earthly  oiewengsrs.  who  were  reserved  to  the  destruction  of  Jeru> 
•alein:  When  our  I.ord  admonishes  his  disciples,  (Matt.  i.  2B,) 
"  Fear  i>ol  them  which  kill  the  body,  bnl  are  not  able  to  kill  the 
soul :  but  rather  fear  him  which  is  able  to  destroy  both  soul  and 
body  in  hell,''  he  means,  that  God  is  able  "  to  destroy  (annihilate)  ' 
both  soul  and  body  in  the  midst  of  the  dreadful  fires  of  Gehenna," 
And  though  God  never  did  any  aoch  thing,  and  never  intended  to, 
yet  our  Lord  addressed  this  admonition  lo  them,  "lo  inspire  them 
with  courage  and  confidence,  in  Ih^  midst  of  the  perils  by 
which  they  would  be  surrounded  ia  proclaiming  the  gospel."  1 
have  nol  referred  to  these  eiplsitalionB  of  ecripture  by  my  oppo- 
nent, with  any  view  of  reptying.  I  will  not  insult  the  good  sense 
of  this  intelligent  audience,  by  attempting  a  formal  refutation  of 
that  which  refutes  itself.  My  object  in  alluding  lo  ibem  at  all, 
is  to  show  you  how  they  look,  when  stripped  of  the  verbiage 
and  rhetoric  with  which  the  gentleman  has  striven,  though  with 
poor  sueccsa,  lo  cover  up  their  ridiculous  deformity.  I  have  not 
the  least  fear  that  any  honest,  intelligent  mind,  familiar  wilh  Ihs 
scripture*,  will  be  deceived  by  Buch  iiUerpretations.  On  that 
class  of  scripture  passages  whiah  relate  lo  the  iin^ont  of  God, 
Iff  C/iriit,  and  of  htaven,  and  the  exclusion  of  the  ungodly 
therefrom,  I  find  I  hare  compelled  Mr.  Austin  lo  abandon  the  gen- 
Hal  ground  of  Universalism.  The  position  taken  ^neially,  not 
to  say  onivemlly,  by  the  supporter*  of  modern  Universalism,  is, 
that  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  of  heaven,  from  which  sinners  are 
excluded,  is  conSg^to  tht>  life ;  hence,  has  no  bearing  on  the  fu- 
ture condition  ti^Ka.    But,  from  the  argniaeat  I  have  pieaeitted 
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objeet  in  this  is  to  convey  the  impresAion  that  Clarke  s<MUii»  ka 
explanation.     But  nothine  can  be  more  false.     Our  people  read 
Clarke  for  tbemsetves:   thousands  of  copies  of  his  eommeatarj 
are  found  in  their  libraries.     Clarke's  views  are,  in  the  niaiD,DT 
views,  on  this  and  most  other  theological  points.,  and  so  they  s» 
the  views  of  Methodists  generally.    And  on  the  the  sin  against 
the  Holy  Ghost,  he  clearly  sustains  the  doctrine  of  eadiess  pno* 
ishment.     His  language  is,  *^  Even  personal  reproaches,  reviha^s, 
persecutions  against  uhrist,  were  remissible ;    but  blaspbemy,  or 
impious  speakinz  against  the  Holy  Spirit,  was  to  have  no/argiri' 
fiesy."     And  the  language*  ^^  neither  in  this  world,  neither  in  tbe 
world  to  come,"  which  he  says  is  equivalent  to  ^^  neither  in  this 
dispensation,  neither  in  the  dispensation  to  come,''  he  regards  as 
a  strone  method  of  affirming  the  hopeless  coiidition  of  soch  sii- 
necR.    If  sinners  such  as  are  there  described  have  do  forgive^ 
ness  under  the  Jewish  or  Christian  dispensation,  it  follows  diey 
have  no  forgiveness  in  this  world,  and  if  forgiven  at  all,  it  mast 
be  under  some  dispensation  in  the  future  world,  which  is  not 
identified  with  the  Christian  dispensation,  and  of  which  we  have 
no  information.    If  Mr.  Austin  will  develope  any  snch  means  ai 
forgiveness  and  restoration,  we  shall  be  bound  to  submit  theease. 
2.  But  Clarke  says  the  word  never,  found  in  Mark  iiic  i^  is  not 
found  in  some  ancient  manuscripts.     This  is  true.     But  does  he 
say  it  ought  to  be  left  out  ?    He  mentions  the  fact,  to  «how  that 
those  manuscripts  are  deficient,  and  to  call  attention  to  the  word 
never,  as  an  essential  part  of  the  true  text,  and  as  necessary  to 
the  sense  of  the  passage.     The  word  never  is  also  necessary  to 
make  the  sense  of  the  passage  correspond  with  the  parallel  place 
in  Matt.  xii.  29.     The  force  of  this  passage  cannot,  by  any  fair 
means,  be  explained  away.,  All  the  facts  and  circumstances  rang 
considered,  the  conclusion  of  Tholuck  is  fully  sustained,  vix: 
*'  What  Christ  says  concerning  it,  (sin  against  the  Holy  Grhost,) 
seems  clearly  to  imply  a  degree  of  opposition  against  Holy  troth, 
which  leads  to  etemcu  unhappitteviy 

Heb.  vi.  4-6,  on  which  Mr.  Austin  has  commented  at  Ieagth« 
does  not  refer  to.  common  cases  of  backsliding  at  all.  Hence*  aU 
he  has  said  of  my  denying  one  of  the  dtsttnguishing  traks  ol 
Methodism,  is  perfect  nonsense.  I  adduced  the  parage  to  show 
that  the  scriptures  represent  the  condition  of  some  sinnecsasAfl^ 
lese,  CUtrke  says  the  passage  refers  to  ^'apostates  from  Chiis^ 
tianity :  to  such  as  reject  the  whole  Christian  scheme^  a»A  itiav^ 
thor,  the  Lord  Jesus."  He  farther  adds — *'the  design  of 
solemn  words  is  evidently  to  show  the  Hebcews  thai 
from  the  highest  degrees  of  grace  was. possible;  and 
who  were  highest  in  the  favor  of  Ood,  might  sin^ 
lose  it,  and  perish  everlastingly S^  The  ii  iiiinii  (nilij  iljjiaB  ui  iu 
impossible  to  renew  such  chaiwctera  to  repe|M|M#iit.jaRii&tii 
"       l|liKtiK>n  c4  C\is»V  ^Kha  I^owi  thit.  *     ^^^ 
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T^hose  efficacious  blood,  no  Binner  can  be  sayed.  Mr.  Page,  the 
renowned  author  of  the  ^*  Selections,'^  gives  a  rare  specimen  of 
his  candor  in  quoting  from  Clarke  on  this  passage.  Passing  over 
all  he  says  on  the  main  subject,  in  which  the  Dr.  asserts  the  final 
perdition  of  the  ungodly  in  the  most  emphatic  manner,  he  gives 
a  part  of  what  he  says  on  the  words,  ^^  nigh  unto  cursing,"  in  ^e 
8th  verse,  as  being  applicable  to  the  Jewish  people  about  to  be 
cursed  of  God.  It  is  in  this  way  that  Universalist  writers  obtain 
concessions  from  the  orthodox. 

Matt,  xxiii  33,  Mark  ix.  43,and  Jude  6,  Mr.  Austin  refers  to  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.  So  the  question,  **how  can  ye  es- 
cape the  damnation  of  hell  ?"  means,  how  can  ye  escape  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem  ?  **  It  is  better  to  enter  into  life  maimed, 
than  having  two  hands,  to  go  into  hell,  into  the  fire  that  never 
shall  be  quenched,  where  thiir  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not 
quenched,*'  means,  you  had  better  part  with  your  valuable  posses- 
sioas,  which  o fiend  you^  and  be  Christians,  than  be  involved  in 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  So^  also,  the  **  angels  who  kept 
not  their  first  estate,  but  left  their  own  habitations,  and  are  r«- 
served  in  everlasting  chains,  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment 
of  the  great  day,"  the  gentleman  tells  us,  are  certain  apostate 
earthly  messengers,  who  were  reserved  to  the  destruction  of  Jeru* 
ealevv;  When  our  Ix>rd  admonishes  his  disciples,  (Matt.  x.  29,) 
^  Fear  not  them  which  kill  the  body,  but  are  not  able  to  kill  the 
soul :  but  rather  fear  him  which  is  able  to  destroy  both  soul  and 
body  in  hell,'*  he  means,  that  God  is  able  ^*  to  destroy  (annihilate) 
both  soul  and  body  in  the  midst  of  thedreadfal  fires  of  Gehenna." 
And  though  God  never  did  any  such  thing,  and  never  intended  to, 
yet  our  Lord  addressed  this  admonition  to  them,  *^to  inspire  them 
with  courage  and  confidence,  in  tha  midst  of  the  perils  by 
which  they  would  be  surrounded  ia  proclaiming  the  gospel."  I 
have  not  referred  to  these  explanations  of  scripture  by  my  oppo- 
nent, with  any  view  of  replying.  I  will  not  insult  the  good  sense 
of  this  intelligent  audience,  by  attempting  a  formal  refutation  of 
that  which  refutes  itself.  My  object  in  alluding  to  them  at  all, 
is  to  show  you  how  they  look,  when  stripped  of  the  verbiage 
and  rhetoric  with  which  the  gentleman  has  striven,  though  with 
poor  succees,  to  cover  up  their  ridiculous  deformity.  I  have  not 
the  least  fear  that  any  honest,  intelligent  mind,  familiar  with  the 
scriptures,  will  be  deceived  by  such  interpretations.  On  that 
class  of  scripture  passages  whieh  relate  to  the  kingdom  of  God, 
of  ChriMrnnd  of  heaven,  and  the  exclusion  of  the  ungodly 
therelffom,  I  find  I  have  compelled  Mr.  Austin  to  abandon  the  gen- 
eral ground  of  Universalism.  The  position  taken  ^nerally,  not 
to  say  universally,  by  the  supporters  of  modern  Universalism,  is, 
that  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  of  heaven,  from  which  sinners  are 
excluded,  is  conit/jLto  this  life  ;  hence,  has  no  bearing  on  the  fu- 
ture condition  onK.    But,  from  the  argumtat  I  have  presented 
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formatory  ?  I  deny  that  he  has  furnished  any  Rtieh  proof.  What 
of  the  Antedilavians,  Sodomitefl,  Egyptians,  Korahites — what  of 
Timri  and  Cozbi,  Ananias  and  Sappbira — of  those  who  are  **des« 
troyed  without  remedy" — '*  who  utterly  perish  in  their  own  cor- 
ruptions*'— *'  to  whom  is  reserved  the  blackness  of  darkness  for- 
ever ?^'  and  what  of  those  who  are  cast  in  the  lake  of  fire  ?  which 
the  gentleman  himself  says  implies  utter  destruction.*  I  have 
seen  no  proof,  any  where,  that  punishment,  in  any  of  these  cases^ 
is  reformatory.  But,  on  the  contrary,  I  have  seen  much  proof 
that  men  grow  worse  and  worse  under  the  penal  dispensations  of 
God.  My  friend  says  farther,  punishment  must  be  an  exception, 
because  God  ^^  will  not  cast  off,  nor  contend  (punish)  forever.*^ — 
But  he  has  lost  the  benefit  of  this  passage  in  any  aspect  of  the 
case,  by  the  meaning  he  attaches  to  forwer.  He  says  the  Greek, 
translated  everlasting,  forever,  means  age-lasting;  hence  the 
meaning  is,  God  will  not  cast  off  with  an  age-lasting  punishment 
There  are  many  places  where  God  says  he  will  cast  on  forever^ — 
the  wicked  shall  be  banished  from  bis  presence  for^per — ^hall  go 
away  into  everlasting  punishment,  and  so  on.  By  what  role  does 
the  gentleman  determine  that  forever  means  time  without  end^ 
when  God  says  he  will  not  cast  off  forever,  but  limited  timt^  when 
he  says  he  wtU  cast  off  forever .'  Can  any  one  tell  ?  My  friend's 
talk  about  a  lar^etree  and  large  pin,  is  silly  in  connection  with  a 
subject  of  this  kind.  What  the  gentleman  says  of  the  etymology 
of  aion,  leaves  it  just  where  I  had  placed  it.  The  examples  of 
the  use  of  aei^  which  he  adduces  from  the  New  Testameqt,  so  far 
from  weakening,  do  actually  strengthen  the  position  I  had  taken, 
and  the  gentleman  will  please  accept  my  thanks  for  saving  me 
the  trouble  of  fortifying  my  argument  by  those  examples.  Every 
one  of  the  places  to  which  he  has  referred,  aliords  proof  that  a«t 
in  itself,  means  endless,  and  can  only  be  nn.ierstood  in  a  limited 
sense  as  to  duration,  where  the  circumstances  and  nature  of  the 
subject  restrain  d^nd  limit  the  signification,  as  they  do  in  these  ex- 
amples. And  this  he  himself  allows,  by  saying  it  means.  *can' 
stantly,^  *  uninterruptedly .*  If  it  refer  to  a  night*s  sleep,  it  means 
the  sleep  is  uninterrupted  during  the  night.  If  it  reier  to  any 
thing  identified  with  human  life,  it  means  rfuriiig' human  life.*- 
When  it  is  apidied  to  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  in  eternity,  it 
means  duHng  eternity,  that  is,  duration  without  end }  and  this  it 
always  signifies,  unless  its  meaning  be  clearly  limited  by  the  na- 
ture of  the  subject.  The  quotation  taken  from  a  heathen  j>oet  al- 
so confirms  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  word  aion,  and  its  com- 
ponent elements. 

Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  show  a  contradiction  between  the  aa- 
thor  (jaoted  by  me,  and  Prof.  Stuart,  as  to  the  nnmbef  of  tiniea 
in  which  aion  is  applied  to  future  punishment  in  the.  New  Testa- 
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ment.  But  allowing  they  difier  as  to  the  number  of  instances, 
this  alters  not  the  case,  since  ibey  <io  not  differ  as  to  the  thing, — 
They  both  assert  the  word  is  so  applied,  and  seven  clear  exam- 
ples are  as  good  as  a  thousand.  But  allowing  Stuart  to  say  in 
substance  what  Mr.  Austin  alledses,  it  does  not  follow  there  is  any 
discrepancy  between  these  authors.  As  there  are  many  more 
than  seven  places  in  which  future  punishment  is  directl)  or  indi- 
rectly taught  in  connection  with  aion,  the  probability  is,  that  one 
of  these  authors  emtiraces  in  his  calculation  only  one  class  of  these 
scriptures,  while  the  other  embraces  them  all.  [  have  not  vouch- 
ed for  the  exact  correctness  of  my  author's  table,  but  I  have  ex- 
anoinel  it  sufficiently  to  know  tUat  it  is  generally  correct,  and 
that  there  are  more  ihvin  seven  places  in  which  aion  it  used  in 
connection  witu  future  panishment.  But  Mr.  Austin  denies  that 
aion,  or  aionios  is  applied  to  future  pjKii^hment  at  all  in  the  scrip- 
tures What  shou'd  b*^  thought  of  a  declaration  of  this  kind  in 
the  nin  'leenth  century  ?  Prof  Stuart,  and  a  thousand  others, 
whose  learning  and  hone<ity  are  alike  above  suspicion,  hold  up 
tu  the  world  the  blundering  ignorance — no,  not  the  ignorance,  for 
some  of  them  know  better — the  barefaced  imposition  of  the  cliam- 
uions  of  Universalism.  in  misleadiiig  their  people  by  such  ground- 
less assertions. 

Mr.  Austin  seems  not  a  little  displeased  that  I  should  have  pre- 
su  nei  to  refute  so ne  of  his  argu.nents  before  they  were  ofiered, 
and  he  calls  it  answering  a  matter  before  I  hear  it.  But  does  he 
suppjne  ihe-*^  arginftuts  originated  with  himself.  Indeed,  far 
fron  this.  The  simc  arguments  presented  here,  I  have  hea-d  re- 
pealevl,  anl  real  in  book^  on  Universalism  many  times  before. — 
There  is  hut  one  stereotyped  course  for  all  advocates  of  this  sys- 
tem, contra lictory  in  itself,  and  connected  with  a  thoueaod  in- 
stances of  twisting  and  turning.  It  was  an  easy  matter  to  antici- 
pate the  gentleman  in  his  arguments,  since  (  knew  as  well  before- 
hand as  after  war  J,  precisely  where  h<;  was  com'ms:  ou*. 

As  to  the  five  worvla  found  in  the  New  Testament,  to  **  express 
endless  duration,^'  I  have  already  considered  the  bearing  they  have 
on  the  subject  under  discu^ssion.*  VVe  need  only  add  here  that 
all  these  wjrJ^  except  o.ie,  are  conp'>iinlel  with  a  negitive; 
henre,  in  their  prim  try  slate,  they  express  a  meaning  directly  con- 
trary to  whii  they  do  in  their  co.npoun  1  state,  and  only  express 
id.ias  of  duration  indirectly,  anl  in  a  negative  way.  Mjreover, 
thiir  pr  >pir  use  is  to  design  ite  gva/iV/ff  of  substances,  and  not 
idjis  of  iJ  n.*  or,  duriiio'i,  only  as  such  ideas  are  neces-^arily  im- 
plied by  the  nature  of  the  subject.  But  aion  and  aionios  have  no 
other  pioper  use,  except  to  convey  ideas  of  duration.  The  other 
w  >r.!  rji'errj  i  to,  is  dieiekti^  compounded  of  din^  dvine,  spiritna', 
or  cflor>i ill.  :ui;l /?.^7,<»,  contiuued, extended.     The  idea  conveyed 
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IB,  that  those  who  are  perfected  by  Chriat,  enjoy  uaintemipted 
spiritual  life.  It  requires  little  discemmeat  to  see  that  this  word 
cannot  be  properly  applied  to  punishment.  The  effort  Mr.  Ans- 
tin  makes  to  give  these  words  the  precedence  of  ak>n,  in  their 
adaptation  to  express  ideas  of  duration,  can  have  no  other  eQbct 
than  to  expose  him  to  the  ridicule  of  all  Greek  and  Biblical 
scholars. 

After  many  glaring  and  inexcusable  instances  of  misrepresen- 
tation, to  which  it  were  useless  to  reply,  since  the  same  thing 
will  be  done  again,  the  first  opportunity ;  and  after  much  ofienciTe 
language  to  me  personally,  which  it  were  degrading  to  notice  as 
it  deserves,  the  gentleman  makes  another  assertion,  entirely  un- 
supported by  any  thing  1  have  said.  He  says  that  I  insist  that 
the  '^Greek  word  m.  in  connection  withaion,  oif^  to  its  duration/* 
Mr.  Austin  knows  I  have  not  said,  nor  intended  to  say,  any  such 
thing.  My  language  is,  that  eis  markt  the  scope  and  extent  of 
meaning.  Nor  have  I  said,  as  Mr.  Austin  would  have  yoa  be- 
lieve, that  $ii  is  found  in  ever^  place  where  aion  must  mean  eter- 
nal. The  fact  to  which  I  alluded,  and  which  is  worthy  of  at- 
tention, is,  that  eis  it  usually  found  in  those  sentences  where  aion 
means  eternal,  but  that  it  is  not  found  where  the  signification  is 
clearly  limited.  I  have  not  said,  however,  that  aion  is  dearly 
limited  in  its  signification  in  every  place  where  eie  is  not  found, 
as  Mr.  Austin  assorts.  This  is  another  of  his  perversions,  I  hope 
inadvertent.  If  Mr.  Austin  had  been  as  willing  to  understand 
my  argument,  as  he  seems  to  be  to  pervert  and  misapply  it,  he 
would  have  seen  that  I  claim  only  60  mstances  in  which  this  coo* 
struction  is  found,  while  the  instances  in  which  aion  must  have 
the  unlimited  signification,  are  much  more  numerous.  The  force 
of  this  argument  is  as  follows : — The  word  eis  is  never  found  fn 
connection  with  aion,  except  where  this  term  has  the  endless  sig- 
nification. But  it  is  found  repeatedly  where  aion  is  applied  to  fu- 
ture punishment,  and  this  particular  construction  strengthens  the 
argument  for  endless  punishment. 

In  language  so  unworthy  of  the  gentleman,  and  of  the  place  he 
occupies  (furtng  Ikis  disctission^  that  I  know  not  how  fitly  to  char- 
acterize it,  Mr.  Austin  charges  me  with  a  <*  mean  attempt  to  cast 
disparagement  upon  one  of  the  most  learned  and  worthy  authors 
of  our  counu-y.*'  What  is  the  matter  ?  Why,  I  quoted  from  the 
Universalist  Almanac,  language  which  the  editor,  A.  B.  Grosh. 
gives  to  his  readers,  on  the  authority  of  H.  Ballou,  2d»  author  ot 
the  *•  Ancient  History  of  Universalism,"  in  whick  he  aaye — *^  A. 
D.  415,  Augustine,  a  latinist,  was  the  first  writer  who  asserted 
that  the  Greek  word  aion  and  its  derivatives,  forever,  ^verlnatiog, 
&c.,  meant  endless  duration  ^*— (Universalist  Almanac^  1848^  page 
34.)  Did  Mr.  Ballou  say  this,  or  anything  like  it  ?  If  not,  then 
Mr.  Grosh  has  misrepresented  his  friend,  aft^  i»  ignrthy  i)f  ces- 

Lssagir   If 


Mire.    D*i<i  ^*  k\iaV\iv  Vtvo^  oi  \.\iU  ^assag^  If  so,  -wfcy  that 


OW  ENDLES8  PI7NISHMBNT.  787 

groundless  assertion,    and  those  ofiensire  terms  ?    I  leave  the 
subject  to  work  its  own  explanation. 

Mr.  Austin  says  it  is  ridiculous  for  me  to  quote  Dr.  Clarke.  / 
Well,  it  IS  equally  ridiculous  for  him  to  quote  Goodwin  and  others  ^ 
interested  in  sustaining  Universalism,  sometimes  giving  them 
credit  and  sometimes  not.  I  have  as  much  confidence  in  several 
other  Methodist  authors  as  I  have  in  Clarke,  but  I  have  not  quoted 
them.  I  should  rarely  have  quoted  Clarke,  perhaps  not  at  all,  if 
Mr.  Austin  had  not  taken  s(J  much  pains  to  parade  him  before  the 
audience.  Under  the  circumstances,  it  was  perfectly  proper  for 
me  to  quote  him.  1 .  To  show  that  my  opponent  has  garbled  and 
misrepresented  his  views.  2.  To  show  that  Clarke  makes  no  con- 
cessions to  Universalism.  3.  To  fortify  my  own  positions  by 
the  testimony  of  a  man  of  such  acknowledged  ability  and  exten-  ) 
sive  erudition — whose  mind  was  infinitely  above  that  low  trickery 
by  which  the  svstem  of  Universalism  is  generally  supported,  ft 
is  not  wonderful  that  the  gentleman  is  displeased  in  being  able 
to  make  so  little  capital  of  Dr.  Clarke.  In  regard  to  the  close  of  my 
eleventh  speech,  Mr.  Austin  boils  over  with  very  rage,  and  indulges 
in  a  strain  of  railing,  truly  humiliating.  I  wondered  at  first  what 
I  had  sud  to  stir  up  the  sed^pient  of  the  gentleman'8  nature,  and 
g^ve  such  a  savage  aspect  to  his  language.  On  recurring  to  my  . 
remarks,  I  find  I  have  only  turned  his  l3th  ne^tive  argument  ■■'.^ 
against  his  own  theory,  and  shown  that  Universalism  **  dishonors  j 
God  and  disgraces  Christ.'*  In  doing  this,  I  have  made  a  few 
plain  statements  of  plain  facts,  which  are  the  more  offensive  to 
my  friend,  because  they  are  so  very  plain,  and,  withal,  so  true. — 
The  charge  of  falshood,  which  the  gentleman  has  repeated  so  often, 
recentl  V,  does  not  disturb  me  at  all.  I  have  no  idea  that  any  disin- 
terested man  will  dissent  from  the  statements  I  have  made,  who 
knows  any  thing  of  the  system  of  modern  Universalism,  or  has 
heard,  or  shall  read  this  discussion.  The  charge  of  falsehood 
will,  in  due  time,  find  its  true  paternity.  Does  the  gentleman  thiuk  the 
merits  of  this  discussion  depend  upon  such  spasmodic  tirades  as 
he  has  here  given  us  ?  If  this  be  his  notion,  it  may  answer  as 
an  apology  for  becoming  more  rabid,  as  we  approach  the  close  of 
the  debate. 

On  the  parable  of  the  sheep  and  goats,  Mr.  Austin  says,  *'  I 
seek  to  shed  no  new  light  as  to  its  import,  or  the  design  of  the 
Savior  in  uttering  it.*'  I  answer,  the  subject  needs  no  light — it  is 
perfectly  plain  in  itself.  That  which  is  explained  by  Christ,  can- 
not be  improvet^upon  by  men.  He  farther  states  that  faith  has 
no  connection  with  the  rewards  and  punishments  mentioned  in 
this  parable,  but  they  proceed  on  the  eround  of  moral  desert.  But 
does  not  the  gentleman  know,  '*  without  faith  it  is  impossible  to 
please  Grod,"  and  can  we  have  moral  desert  without  pleasing  God? 
The  works  reward^  in  this  case  were  the/ruif  of  faith,  without 
which  they  would  Kive  had  no  moral  desert  whatever.    Nothing 
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is  twifbt  in  the  scriptures  with  greater  plainness,  than  tetai 
service  is  acceptable  to  God,  ualess  it  spring  from  fatdL  Thi 
apostle  says,  *'  whatsoefer  is  not  of  faitii  is  sin.**  Moral  dcictt 
without  uith,  and  coosequently,  withoat  pieaaing  Goii !  I  Wkst 
sort  of  religion  is  the  geiitlenian  contending  for  ? — ^how  nnl^  to 
the  religion  of  Christ !  Mr.  Austia  says  tne  diatribation  of  ft- 
wards  and  ponishments,  here  described,  takes  place  in  this  vnM, 
and  that  **  the  Son  of  man  comes  into  this  world  to  admiaisttf* 
them.  But  you  will  look  in  vain  for  any  such  declaraiioa  in  the 
chapter.  VVe  know  not  where  this  distribution  will  take  place. 
Our  Lord  does  not  inform  us;  he  only  saya, '*  when  the  Son ef 
min  shall  come  in  his  glory,  aad  all  the  holy  angeia  with  hia,* 
etc. 

Mr.  Austin  next  gives  us  a  long  farrago,  the  object  of  whick 
seem^  to  be,  to  show  that  Christ  gave  a  prophetic  descripiioa  of 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  in  the  24tb  chapter  of  Matt.  And 
with  wonderful  eclat,  be  announces  that  Dr.  Clarke  was  compel* 
led  to  acknowledge  that  the  question.  '*  what  shall  be  the  sign  of 
thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  w»rid  ?"  had  reference  to  the 
Jewish  economy  or  age.  But  Dr.  Clarke  neyer  tboushi  of  doabt- 
ing  this,  nor  any  other  orthodox  commentator  that  i  have  ever 
consulted.  There  is  no  motive  for  denying  this,  any  more  than  lor 
denying  the  resurrection  of  Christ.  The  narangiis  of  the  gentte- 
man  on  this  point  is  evidently  designed  ^9  a  make-wtighi*  with 
which  to  prepare  the  way  and  give  more  plausibility  to  his  unau- 
thorized, unnatural,  and  senselcAs  eitpJanalion  of  the  lasi  of  the 
25  th  chapter.  But  any  one  who  reads  both  these  chapters  ihitH^ 
with  attention,  will  see  that  there  is  no  more  connection  between 
the  destiuction  of  Jerusalem,  as  described  in  the  first  part  of  the 
24th,  and  this  description  of  Cbri»t*s  coming  in  his  gloryi  to  dke 
tribute  rewards  and  punishments,  in  the  last  part  of  the  26th  cbap^ 
than  betvireen  this  last  event,  and  another  signal  display  of  ten- 
geanpe  against  nations  or  cities.  The  account  of  the  destrui^^on 
of  Jerusalem  closes  with  the  4lBt  verse  of  the  24th  chapter.  The 
reinaiuder  of  the  chapter  is  the  appiicaUon  which  ourLorJmakfli 
of  it  to  his  disciples,  in  which  he  admonishes  them  to  be  lead/y 
not  merely  fur  the  calamities  of  that  age,  hut  for  the  final  aeoonnt 
that  must,  be  rendered  to  God.  the  Judge  of  all. 

The  25th  chap,  commences  with  the  parable  of  the  '*'  ten  w- 
gins,"  in  which  Christ  represents  the  state  of  the  church,  ihendcio 
nominated  the  ^*  kingdom  of  heaven,"  including  both  Jrwa  i^ad 
Gentiles,  from  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  Jewish  polity 
to  the  period  when  the  gospel  dispensation  shall  termuMile.  and 
men  8hali  be  rewarded  or  otherwise,  according  to  the  iwMWgfmeitf 
they  have  made  of  its  blessings :  when  the  faithful  swi  be  al- 
lowed to  enter  the  heavenly  state,  and  tbese\  who  h^^lB 
spent  their  lives  in  the  sleep  of  sin  and  cacfU^  eeoiifi^  ifiU ,  iii^ 
in  vida. ''  l^ii.  lAi<i«  o^v^^  vtatn  us.*'    The  Irae  Pih|jMl  is  sw 
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farther  illustrated  froai  the  14th  to  the  30tb  rerse,  by  the  parable 
of  the  **  talents.'^  The  man  trayellin^  into  a  far  country,  repre- 
sents the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who,  having  accomplished  the  object 
of  his  mission  to  our  world,  returned  to  his  original  kingdom  and 
glory.  The  serrants  to  whom  talents  are  distributed,  are 
tiiose  to  whom  the  gospel  is  pre]u:hed,  and  who  are  held  respon- 
sible for  the  improvement  of  the  blessings  conferred,  according 
lx>  their  ability.  The  relarn  of  the  Lord  of  those  sei rants  **  to 
reckon  with  them,"  '^ after  a  long  time,'^  represents  the  final  com- 
ing of  Christ  to  judge  the  world.  The  result  to  the  ^'  wicked  and 
slothful,"  is  described  in  the  30th  verse :  **  Cast  ye  the  unprofit- 
able servant  into  outer  darkness ;  there  shall  be  weeping  and 
gnashing  of  teeth." 

Having  given  this  general  view  of  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth, 
of  the  nattire  of  his  moral  administration,  and  of  Uie  principles 
which  will  govern  the  subject  of  final  retribution,  he  proceeds  in 
the  31st  verse  to  a  more  minute  d<»scription  of  the  scenes  of  that 
day,  which  is  to  try  every  man's  work  of  what  sort  it  is,  and  give 
to  every  man  accord in|]^  as  his  work  shall  be.  1.  The  Son  of 
man  shall  come  in  hi«  glory,  with  all  bis  holy  an^Is.  2.  He 
shall  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his  glory.  3.  Before  him  shall  be 
gathered  all  nations— the  whole  world.  4.  He  shall  separate 
mem  according  to  moral  c^rac/sr, as^  shepherd  divideth  the  sheep 
from  the  goats,  placing  the  righteous  upon  bis  right  band,  and 
tiie  unrighteous  on  the  left.  5.  He  shall  address  himself  to  those 
on  his  right,  pronounce  them  blessed — invite  them  to  inherit  the' 
kingdom  prepared  for  them  from  the  foundation  of  the  world,  and 
give  the  grounds  of  their  justification.  Which  is  found  in  that  faith 
in  his  character  and  word,  and  devotion  to  his  cause,  of  which 
they  had  given  proof  in  a  life  of  piety  and  tuefulness.  5.  He 
shall  then  address  himself  to  those  on  the  left — **  Depart, 
je  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his 
angels,"  and  give  the  reason,  which  is  directly  the  opposite  of  that 
teamed  in  regard  to  the  righteous.  The  description  closes  with 
these  remarkable  words : — "  These  (the  wicked)  shall  ga  away 
into  everlasting  panishment,  but  the  righteous  into  life  eternal." — 
Mr.  Austin  says  it  means  '^^ age'losting  chastisement."  I  answer, 
tfien  the  other  part  of  the  verse  means  age'lasting  life.  But  he 
says  he  has'showa  that  eternal  life  has  no  reference  to  the  dura- 
tion of  happiness  in  another  world.  I  answer,  he  has  shown  no 
such  thing,  nor  can  he,  any  more  than  he  can  make  a  world. — 
When  the  scriptures  speak  of  '*  eternal  life"  as  enjoyed  in  tbia 
world,  as  in  John  xvii.  3,  they  point  out  that  life  which  arises 
from  the  true  knowledge  of  God,  which  exists  in  the  soul  of  the 
true  believer,  is  transferred  with  him  to  heaven,  and  is  participa- 
ted in  by  the  heavenly  host.  But  when  they  speak,  as  in  tnia 
ease,  ol  going  into  lif<  eternal,  or,  as  in  other  places,  of  inherit, 
ing  or  receiving  eternal  life,  as  a  reward  of  faith  and  piety  o^ 
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earth,  they  alwa^  rafet  to  that  state  and  plaee  <rf  hapfim 
into  which  the  righteous  enter  after  this  life.  This  I  have  ■&«• 
dantly  demonstrated  in  other  pUices. 

All  that  the  gentleman  says  in  regard  to  the  ej^enerial  oaton 
of  fire — the  meaning  of  kmasin^  the  Latin  defioitioii  of  it— aid 
the  reformatory  design  of  certain  kinds  of  punishment,  is  wot 
trash,  and  has  no  sort  of  bearing  upon  the  doctrme  of  that  por- 
tion of  sciiplrue  under  consideration.  He  knows  yeiy  well  tint 
kolasis  means  puni^vment  as  well  as  chastisement,  and  I  kafe 
repeatedly  shown  that  all  punishment  is  not  reformatory.  Nor  is 
it  reformatory  in  this  case. 

I  have  now  given  what  time  I  haye  to  spare  to  this  long  esasy 
(urobably  an  old  sermon)  of  Mr.  Austin,  on  the  parable  of  the 
sneep  and  goats,  as  he  styles  it,  thrown  into  the  diacnssion  at&e 
close  of  his  eleventh  speech,  when  my  opportunity  to  consider  it 
must  necessarily  be  limited.  But  with  the  remarks  I  have  Jnade 
I  cheerfully  leave  it,  confident  that  every  honest  and  intell%eot 
mind  will  see  the  perfect  futility  of  the  ^ntleman's  theory. 

A  few  words  now  in  regard  to  my  fnend^s  corroborttHve  foidu 
1.  He  says  the  words  ^'everlasting  punishment,"  ^« everlastiag 
fire/'  ^*  eternal  punishment,"  are  not  found  in  the  gospel  by  St. 
John.  Answer.  John  does  not  give  the  genealogy  of  Christ, 
his  miraculous  conception  or  birth,  or  his  baptism.  He  does  not 
give  the  Lord*s]Prayer,  and  if  I  mistake  not,  he  leayes  out  the 
account  of  the  transfiguration.  What,  then,  are  not  these  things 
true  and  important!  But  though  St.  John  does  not  use  the  pre- 
cise language  in  regard  to  future  and  endless  punishment  whkh 
is  found  in  other  parts  of  the  scriptures,  yet  he  taught  the  doc- 
trine as  clearly  as  any  other  one  of  the  inspired  writers.  Many 
of  my  proofs  have  been  taken  from  John's  writings,  and  need  not 
now  be  repeated.  2.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  why  the  term 
htll  is  used  so  seldom  by  the  apostles,  and  is  not  found  in  some 
of  the  epistles  at  all  ?  I  might  with  equal  propriety* ask,  why  like 
term  heaven,  the  place  of  endless  bliss,  is  used  so  seldom  in  some  etf 
the  epistles,  and  in  others  not  mentioned  at  all.  It  is  used  hut  three 
or  four  times  in  both  the  epistles  of  Peter,  once  in  Philip^  twiter  in 
CoHos.,  in  reference  to  the  future  state;  in  1  and  2ThaHi«  itis 
not  mentioned  at  all  in  connection  with  the  future  habpiaeas'  of 
the  righteous.  ^The  word  is  not  found  at  all  in  1  and  2  l^n. ;  nor 
in  Titus;  nor  in  Philemon ;  nor  in  reference  to  the  future  state  is 
it  found  in  the-epi«tle  of  James;  nor  is  it  found  more  than  oae^ 
in  the  three  epistles  of  St.  John,  and  that  is  1  John  y.  7,  supposed 
by  some  to  be  spurious;  nor  is  it  found  in  Jude;  ^i  if  rmiis* 
take  not,  in  the  epistle  to  the  Romans :  and  from  how  many  odier 
books  it  is,  absent  I  am  not  now  prepared  to  say*  Whai^fnk 
you  of  this,  respected  auditors  ?  Sbalf  we  conciitde'^ere  is  no 
endless  happiness  for  the  righteoysl  If  Mr.  Att«titt^»  i«Moiifit 
be  correct,  we  must.    But  the  truth  is,  the  wotda  k6a«tfir«llid  iMiC 
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afe  neither  of  them  n^cessvry  Xo  prone  the  doctniiee  to  which  they 
etand  related.  ExpuDge  them  both  from  the  Bible,  and  endless 
happiness  for  the  righteous,  aad  endless  perdition  for  the  ungodlv, 
womd  still  stand  upon  a  foundation  as  firm  as  Grod*s  eternal  tcuth. 
3.  The  apoBtUs'  creed.  On  this  we  remark,  ^rsf,  it  was  not  writ- 
ten or  formed  by  the  apostles.  Lord  King  says,  ^'all  learned 
persons  are  agreed  that  it  was  not  composed  by  them/^  Secondly, 
The  doctrine  of  endless  perdition  is  clearly  taught  by  implica- 
tion, from  the  form  of  the  creed  as  given  by  Mr.  Austin.  That 
creed  you  see  contains  the  doclrine  of  a  future  and  general  judg- 
ment, and  by  consequence,  the  punishment  of  the  wicked  subte- 
querU  to  the  general  judgment,  which  is  itself  ei^uiyalent  to  end- 
less punishment.  But  there  are  other  forms  of  this  creed.  There 
is  one  giren  by  Lord  King  (PrimitiTe  Church,  page  207,)  which 
dates  back  to  the  second  century,  in  which  endless  punishment  is 
clearly  and  emphatically  expressed.  It  commences  with  the  usual 
form.  Credo  m  unum  Deum — ^  I  believe  in  one  God,''  &c. — and 
ends  with  these  words,  respecting  Christ's  coming  to  judge  the 
world — ^*  in  gloria  yenturus  Salvator  earum  qui  salvanlur,  et  Ju- 
4ex  earum  c^ui  Judicaotur,  et  mittens  in  ignem  etemum  transiig- 
uratores  yeritatis,  et  contempitares  Patris  sol  et  adventus  ejus" 
— •*  about  to  come  in  glory,  the  Savior  of  those  who  shall  be 
saved,  and  the  judge  of  those  who  shall  be  judged,  and  sending 
away  into  eternal  fire,  the  perverters  of  truth,  and  the  despisers 
of  his  Father  and  of  his  coming."  The  points  here  considered 
are  mere  cavils,  unworthy  of  notice,  only  as  they  show  the  per- 
fect weakness  of  my  friend's  cause.  1  have  now  only  a  few 
general  remarks  to  make,  and  I  close  this  speech  and  this  discus- 
sion together. 

1.  I  call  attention  to  the  gentleman's  scripture  quotations. 
These  you  will  find  by  examination,  to  have,  as  to  the  great  body 
of  them,  very  little  relation  to  the  subject  he  has  been  endeavor- 
ing to  support.  They  seem  to  have  been  quoted  for  the  most 
part,  to  make  a  show,  and  cause  those  not  familiar  with  the  sub- 
ject to  stare  and  tPondeTj  and  conclude  his  doctrine  must  be  true, 
since  he  repeats  so  much  scripture.  Yet  Mr.  Austin  very  well 
knows,  that  only  a  small  portion  of  his  quotations  have  even  an 
indirect  bearing  as  proofs  of  Universal  salvation.  I  have  yet  to  see 
the  first  passage  which,  without  manifest  perversion,  makes  any- 
thing for  uneonditioasd  Universal  salvation.  While  Mr.  Austin  i» 
asserting  the  direct,  pontive,  and  emphatic  proof  of  his  doctrine,  by  > 
the  plain  and  unequivocal  declarations  of  scripture,  some  of  the^ 
most  intelligent  of  his  brethren  are  giving  up  the  scriptural  argu- 
ment. In  a  debate  between  £.  Ray  and  I.  Kidwell,  Mr.  Kidwell, 
the  Universalist,  holds  the  following  language :  "  I  then  discov- 
ered, for  the  first  time,  that  by  far  the  greater  part  of  Bible  i^a 
perfect  neutrality  on  the  question  (of  salvation ;)  the  body  of  the 
book  being  simply  historical,  while  a  considerable  portion  was 
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written  eitWtenigsifttieally,aAlegoric«Hy,  poetieaHr,  yr«e«ptivclf, 

or  epistolatory— -Me  book  iUelf  not  k^htg  n  ttmt^m  of  any  doefmu. 
Hence  1  disoovered*  to  collect  tbe  system  of  salvrntion  out  of  tlie 
Bible,  was  like  collectinii:  jewels  from  a  heap  of  mbhish."  Mr. 
H.  Ballou,  writing  on  analog,  says — ^*  We  bmre  said  even  tiief 
who  disclaim  anafo^^ical  deductions  coacenrini^  a  futot^  stale,  do^ 
nevertheless,  nse  them.  Do  not  they  contend  that  miui  wiil  be 
happy  hereafter?  Whence  do  they  so  confidently  derhre  fhii 
conclusion  1  Not  from  anyexprett  oMurtion  in  (h$  tcriptumihit 
I  recolie€i,^^  ** We  may  be  told  it  is  the  necessary  inference,  bow- 
ever,  from  what  they  do  assert,  namely,  that  men  will  be  equal  te 
the  anrels,  be  the  children  of  God,  incomiptrble,  in  «  spintnsl 
body,  that  all  will  be  subdued  to  Qod,  &c.  But  how  A^weknmUkBi 
thete  tonditioM  will  hereafter  produce  /umpiti€H$  f  How  confideotly 
it  is  said,  that  if  men  be  sinners  hereafter,  they  must  be  misers'* 
bie ;  if  rif  hteous»  li<^PPy-  Such  is  indeed  the  case  here  ;  but  wt 
infer  it  of  the  future,  only  by  analory,  not  ftom  any  direct  inti-- 
mony  of  the  scripture:' — (Univwrsalist  Quarterly.)  Here  Mr. 
Baliou  abandons  the  scriptural  argument  for  Universal  salvatioB, 
and  repudiates  the  whole  field  of  Bible  arfpument,  over  which  Mr^ 
Austin  has  pxssed  in  this  discussion,  as  affording  direct  proof  of 
future  happiness.  Which  of  these  Universalist  gentlemen  are 
entitled  to  most  confiJence,  Mr.  AuAtin  or  Mr.  Ballou  T 

2.  Look  again  at  the  gentleman's  course  of  ar^raeat.  On  the 
first  and  second  questions  you  had  some  rare  specimens  of  consist- 
ency. The  gentleman  has  been  a  little  more  wary,  still  he  has 
committed  himself  most  palpably  on  the  present  proposition.  He 
has  at  different  times  abandoned  nearly  every  position  he  has 
taken.  This  will  be  perfectly  evident  to  every  intelligent  mind. 
He  wishes  to  be  understood  as  admitting  moral  agency,  and  yet 
will  not  allow  moral  agency  to  modiiy,  or  in  any  way  alfect  the 
final  moral  destiny  of  man.  He  argues  for  analogy  and  against 
it—for  the  conditionality  of  salvation,  and  against  the  idea  that 
men  can  by  possibility  forfeit  salvation — for  human  probation, 
and  yet  all  men  mutt  come  out  at  the  same  point — for  the  power  ol 
moral  choice,  yet  all  men  must  neces$arily  choose  the  very  same 
thing — and  much  more  of  a  similar  character.  Another  depart- 
ment of  his  argument  runs  in  a  circle.  God  subjects  man  to  «ofi-> 
ity,  (sin,)  vanity  subjects  him  to  punishment,  and  punishment  in 
turn  subjects  him  to>GoJ.  Head  htm  on  one  side  of  this  eireie,  njid 
he  runs  round  the  other  way ;  head  hiijft  on  the  other  side*  aad 
he  runs  back  again;  and  thus  he  has  run  round  and  roojid,  vM  ' 
his  track  is  smooth  as  an  *'  otter  slide,"  illustrating  the  story  0i 
two  snakes,  which  in  a  fit  of  madnes  seized  each  other  by  tha  t«tt^ 
and  continued  the  contest  by  the  process  of  iuetionn  until  wadt^ 
ing^was  left  of  either.    I  have  already  called  attentioa  mffiitontly, 

to  the  careless,  apparency  reckless  assertions  of  thagimlMBilil^* 

•  *  -^  J  *■  f" ' 


m  ^voting  ms  aa  Mjiag  wliat  I  never  thought  of  myinf^,  and  ia 
«hitming  many  things,  without  the  slightest  foundatioi).* 

3.  I  intended  to  have  given  a  somewhat  extended  review 
of  the  gentleman^s  criticisms  of  the  Greek  text,  but  I  find  my  time 
and  limits  will  not  allow.  The  great  majority  of  his  criticisms 
are  bo  trifling  as  to  be  unworthy  of  notice,  but  there  are  others 
involving  points  of  some  importance,  where  the  gentleman  has 
fallen  into  blunders  so  palpable  and  gross,  as  almost  induces  a 
suspicion  of  his  competency  in  these  matters.  To  this  point,  E 
call  the  attention  of  that  portion  of  the  public  who  understand  the 
subject,  particularly  to  what  he  says  of  the  ^*  original  of  the  word 
Justification*^ — his  definition  of  krinein  from  krino^  and  also  of 
apoletaf^  and  several  others  which  I  need  not  mention. 

4.  My  friend's  system  of  doctrine.  Who  can  tell  what  the, 
gentleman  believes  f  I  confess,  after  all  that  has  passed  between 
us,  I  am  unable  to  say  with  much  confidence  what  he  believes, 
except  as  I  infer  it  from  what  he  disbelievet.  Almost  the  only 
thing  he  has  consUinlly  affirmed,  is,  that  all  men  will  be  tinaliy 
holy  and  happy.  And  in  his  attempt  to  sustain  this,  he  haa 
seemed  to  think  himself  bound  to  deny  almost  every  thin^  else. 
True,  he  has  affirmed  other  things,  but  as  often  reasoned  incon- 
sistent with  such  affirmations.  And  what  havoc  he  has  made  of 
the  main  truths  of  revelation!  The  supreme  divinity  of  Christ, 
bis  vicarious  atonement  for  sinners,  have  been  ridicnded  in  the 
most  shocking  manner :  that  reverence  for  Christ,  and  sole  depen* 
dence  on  the  merit  of  his  atonement  for  salvation,  which  is  en- 
joined in  the  scriptures  and  exhibited  by  all  true  Christians,  in 
connection  with  feelings  of  personal  unworthiness  and  self-abase- 
ment, have  been  spoken  of  in  the  most  contemptuous  and  sneer- 
ing manner.  He  has  denied  the  native  depravity  of  the  human 
heart— maintained  the  possession  by  man  of  a  recuperative  ener- 
gy, which,  "  by  the  smre  exercise  of  ti$  own  ener^Sj  would,  in  pro- 
cess of  time,  enable  its  possessor  to  work  his  way  out  of  the 
deepest  moral  darkness  and  death,*'t  thus  repudiating  the  idea 
that  any  gracious  moral  influence  is  indispemable  to  the  final  sal- 
vation of  man.  And  yet  he  has  sometimes  talked  of  regenera- 
tion, and  the  gracious  influence  of  the  Spirit.  All  this,  and  much 
more  of  a  like  nature  have  we  had,  over  and  over  again.  And 
after  ail,  what  is  Universalism  ?  Were  I  called  upon  to  furnish 
a  synopsis  of  this  system,  from  the  data  furnished  by  this  discus* 
sion,  I  could  not  describe  it  more  appropriately  than  by  adopting  ^ 
E^henmayer's  description  of  Hege^s  Philosophy:  *^A  Holy-  <^ 
Ghost  without  illumination — a  gospel  without  faith — an  apostacy  { 
without  sin — wickedness  without  conscious  guilt — an  atonement  .' 


Mr.  Amtitt's  notM  rMpwtinc;  Watu,  Doddrkiea,  and  iUsul^  pton  m««bitifl  •• 
^■j^*  M  *^  tlifiit  and  uacvrtam  anthonty,  on  which  l|aiaakeaJ^anf«4|prta([^ 
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ifithout  Mmissiea  of  sia — a  death  wilhoat  an  effering — a  relcs6e 

without  impalation — ^justice  without  a  ju^lge — grace  without  par- 
don— a  this  side  without  a  that  side — a  Christian  religion  without 
Christianity — and  in  general,  a  religion  wilhoi^t  a  religion.*'— 
(German  Philosophy.) 

5.  Conclusion.  1  foihcar  to  remark  upon  the  spirit  in  which 
my  friend  has  conducted  his  part  of  this  discussion,  especially  on . 
the  last  question;  though  it  has  appeared  to  me,  as  we  ap- 
proached the  end,  that  he  was  becoming  desperate — resolved  to 
**  rule  or  ruin" — that  is,  to  have  the  argument,  or  so  mar  the  dis- 
cussion with  offensive  personalities,  that  men  of  refined  feelings 
and  correct  taste  would  not  endure  to  read  iL  It  is  true,  I  have 
been  severe  upon  Universalism,  as  also  upon  the  gentleman's  ar- 
guments and  general  course  of  reasoning.  But  I  believe  1  have 
for  the  most  part,  maintained  that  respectful  bearing  toward  my 
opponent  personally,  which  was  called  for  by  the  proprieties  of. 
the  occasion.  But  if  I  have,  in  the  heat  of  discussion,  transgressed, 
this  rule,  I  now  make  the  amende  JionorMe,  and  afi»k  the  gentle- 
man^ s  pardon.  But  mark — it  must  be  a  pardon  on  my  own  piin- 
ciples ;  a  Universalist  pardon,  or  a  pardon  on  the  principles  of  Uni- 
versalism, would,  in  any  case,  be  wholly  worthless,  and  even  an  in- 
sult. In  closing  this  discussion,  I  shall  not  in  the  spirit  of  vanity 
claim  that  I  have  done  all,  and  the  gentleman  has  done  nothing. 
He  has  done  much,  very  much — he  has  exhibited  a  tact  and  perse- 
verance rarely  seen  in  the  management  of  a  bad  cause.  And  I 
doubt  not,  many  Universalist s  will  regard  him  as  having  fully  sus- 
tained his  cause,  yet  others  will  not  fail  to  see  his  essential  defi- 
ciencies. However,  the  gentleman  himself  seems  very  confident 
that  he  has  gained  the  argument,  and  in  this  he  has  more  than 
once  reminded  me  of  what  Gen.  Taylor  remarked  of  certain  West- 
em  regiments  at  the  battle  of  Buena  Vista — that  they  were  **  over- 
come three  times  without  knowing  it.^'  The  discussion,  however, , 
is  to  be  passed  upon  by  a  discerning  public,  and  to  their  decision 
I  cheerfully  submit  it. 

The  audieiice  will  please  accept  my  thanks  for  their  marked  and 
candid  attention.  To  that  portion  of  the  assembly  professing  confi- 
dence in  Universalism,  I  would  say,  though  I  have  spoken  in  severe 
terms  of  your  theory,  I  beg  you  to  believe  I  have  the  kindest  feel- 
ings towards  you  personally,  and  would  do  any  thing  in  my  power 
to  promote  your  welfare.  The  best  proof  I  can  given  you  at  this 
time  of  this  disposition  of  my  heart,  is  to  admonish  you,  kindly, 
yet  most  solemly,  of  the  false  and  dangerous  chaiacter  of  your' 
theory,  and  offer  you,  through  faith  in  a  Redeemer,  a  better  sys- 
tem, and  a  better  hope,  **  established  upon  better  promises.'* 

To  those  gentlemen  present  known  as  preachers  of  Universal- 
ism, I  woiild  tender  my  acknowledgments  for  the  respeetM  man- 
ner in  which  they  have  treated  me  during  this  discussioil/   '^f^* 
may  be  tha  only  occasion  I  shall  ever  have  to  sptak  to  yoii  ^- 
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sonally.  I  hope,  therefore,  I  sbmll  not  be  deemed  impertinent  if  I 
my  [  regard  yours  as  a  fearful  reeponsibility :  a  responsibility  I 
would  not  bear,  for  the  wealth  of  the  world.  I  hope  you  may  be 
induced  to  reriew  your  rround,  and  that  you  will  detect  what  I 
conceiTe  to  bf,  the  anti-Christian  character,  and  dangerous  influ- 
ence of  your  theory.  I  beg  that  these  remarks  may  be  received 
in  as  kind  a  spirit  as  they  are  uttered. 

My  opponent  has  the  closing  speech.  In  this  respect  he  cer- 
tainly po:*0eses  an  advantage  which  he  well  knows  how  to 
use,  though  in  so  lengthy  a  debate  as  this,  the  adrantaire  is  not 
so  great  as  it  would  be  other  under  circumstances.  Tnough  I 
have  not  the  slighest  confidence  in  his  system,  nor  in  the  argu- 
ments by  which  he  supports  it,  yet  to  him  personally  I  have  no 
feelings  other  than  those  of  friendship  and  good  will. 

With  Uianks  to  the  Moderators  for  their  patience,  and  for  the 
dignified  and  impartial  manner  in  which  they  hare  presided,  I 
ta&e  my  leave  of  the  subject  and  of  the  audience. 


[Ma,  AUSTIM*t   TWELFTH   REPLT.] 

Oent.  Moderators :— T  would  express  my  acknowledgments  for 
the  compliment  Elder  Holmes  has  bestowed  upon  my  ministering 
brethren  present,  in  regard  to  the  courteous  and  gentlemanly  man- 
ner in  which  thev  h^ve  treated  him  during  the  eight  days  we 
have  been  engaged  in  this  discussion.  I  trust  they  richly  deserve 
it,  and  that  on  all  future  occasions  of  like  character,  they  will 
ever  manifest  that  friendly  dei>ortment  and  fraternal  spirit  towards 
those  differing  from  them  in  opinion,  which  constitute  the  first 
mark  of  a  gentleman  and  a  christian.  On  my  own  part,  I  feel 
grateful  for  the  friendly  treatment  I  have  received  from  most  of 
tbo^e  clergymen  present  who  sympathise  with  my  opponent. — 
With  one  or  two  exceptions,  their  demeanor  has  been  respectful 
and  polite,  and  will  ever  be  held  in  remembrance,  while  the  recol- 
lection of  these  labors  shall  be  retained  in  my  mind.* 

For  the  interest  which  Mr.  Holmes  manifests  in  the  welfare  of 
Univcrsalist  mininters,  I  would  express  my  own  obligation,  and  in 
their  behalf,  return  thanks  for  his  good  wishes.  I  certainly  trust 
we  shall  receive  with  due  respect,  the  suggestions  be  has  thrown 
out  for  our  consideration,  and  bestow  upon  them  the  deliberation 
to  which  they  are  entitled.  He  considers  ours  as  a  fearful  respon- 
sibility, and  calls  upon  us  to  review  the  ground  on  which  we 
stand  !  I  beg  to  suggest  to  my  friend,  that  the  ground  we  occupy 
was  thoroughly  surveyed,  well  studied  and  well  understood,  before 


*ln  Um  •xeaptioiu  abort  ii«me<l>  1  allod*  to  ou«  or  two  Methodist  prosehort,  who 
MToral  timos  showed  th«ir  eoMor^Mt  and  iU-hreedint^  by  nithing  tiom  tha  chueh 
lellowad  bj  a  numbar  of  ekl  ladiot,  as  I  commancad  rallying  to  Eldac  Bolasaa.— 


we  eme  nmi  it;  Wt^M  not  nMh^^  bUiiMy^Md  lfaoii|^Wi»ltri». 
m  the  woHEte  which  we  hmf  devoted  theeneifitee  of  ov  Ihrce. 
To  braak  f mm  old  friends*  old  aaaeciatioiw^  and  old  iiiflnwic€»  ■!» 
place  aeide  the  hias>  of  tariy  imprefleiow,  of  edncationi  of  habit, 
and  throw  off  tha  tranunela  of  drc^)  rooted  lelin^oae  opiniona-- 
to  Uira  away  from  patha  which  lead  to  worldly  aonknKnta,  dia- 
tinctions,  and  faTors,  which  wttt  ofm  lor  lu  iothemidetof 
other  desoannatioBs — ^to  become'the  adroeaiea  of  a  goepai  vrhich 
sow,  aa.  whea  prodaimed  by  Chriataad  his  Apostles*  briaf[;a  m 
mesoenaers  iato  eoUision  with  the  popalar  religion  of  >tha  day,  and 
expoees'  them  to  the  opposition  and  deriaion  of  aJai^e  dassof 
those  who,  as  aaclentiy,  put.  forth  the  most  exclofii^  daimato  aJL 
the  piny  and  rifditeoasneas:  oi  tlte  world — to  dose  their  aa».  lo 
the  seductive  voice  of  public  faror,  and  beccuae  sabject  to  every, 
apeciea  of  indignity  which4>igotry  can  cast  upon  those  who  eadte 
its  ire — in  fine,  and  in  an  afanoat  rigidly  literal  smse,  to  forsaha 
all  thines  most  valuable  in  a  worldly  point  of  view,  ior  the  sake 
of  proclaiming  God  as  the  Father,  an:l  Christ  as  the  Savior,  of  all 
men — is  not  an  undertaking  in  which  men  would  be  likely  to  en- 
gage  without  doe  deliberation.  It  was  not'  until  we  had  looked 
well  and  long  at  the  subject^untiL  by  a  most  dose,  faithful  and 
prayerful  investigation,  we  bad  become  completely  satisfied  that 
the  doctrines  we  propagate,  were  revealed  from  heaven  as  God's 
holy  and  blessed  truth — that  they  were  precisely  such  doctrines 
as  the  world  needed  to  fill  it  with  light,  and  love,  and  peace — and 
that  it  was  a  solemn  duty  we  owed  to  the  Father,  to  Jesus,  to  re- 
ligion and  humanity,  to  become  the  advocate  of  these  sentiments 
— that  we  resolved  to  go  forth  among  men.  if  in  all  this  we  have 
erred t  it  has  been  an  error  of  the  judgment  and  not  of  the  hemti, 
God  knows  the  sincerity  and  honesty  of  our  convictioosof  truth, 
and  duty.  What  can  we  do,  as  consdendous  men,  but  to  act  up 
faithfully  to  these  convictions,  and  nroclaim  the  glad  tidings  of  a 
world*8  salvation  ?  In  view  of  all  tae  obstades  in  their  way«  of 
all  the  dimd vantages  under  which  they  labor,  of  all  the  bittemesa 
and  unpopularity  tney  are  compelled  to  encounter,  I  think  I  may 
claim  for  the  Universalist  ministry,  a  self-sacrificin((  spirit,  ami : 
a  devotion  to  duly,  which  we  now  look  for  in  vain,  in  older  and 
larger  sects ! 

As  you,  friend  Holmes,  have  deemed  it  proper  to  indulge  in  an 
exhortation  of  my  ministering  brethren,  I -trust  it  will  not  be 
thought  improper  in  me  to  return  the  compliment,  by  eamestlj 
and  solemnly  urging  you,  and  your  limitarian  co-laborers,  to  than- ^ 
don  your  .errors,  and  seek  for  more  truth.  You  are  nodouhteUIy.. 
sincere  in  your  labors,  and  verily  believe  you  are  doing  God^s 
service.  So  was  Saul  of  Tarsus,  when  he  persecuted  Jesos  a^d 
his  disciples !  There  may  have  been  a  time,  in  a  past  ap;  when 
yoor  soUiinenta,  in  comparison  with  those  wbl«h  li^  I^^tl^^QV  *'*' 
prevailed,  wtia  \o  a  ^«|;Na  ^aaiut.    Bat  that  day  haa  eri  * 


\. 


11i9.pffmeBtmg«,  w  m  lights  ili  iEiloiirMge«iidiiB 
spirii,  baM  ieft  you  beuind.  Although  i  am  not  uawillitig  to  ao- 
^cnovMge  ktui  it  m  poasible  yoa  nay  ^t  be  of  some  lerv ice  to 
m  class  who  mre  wUii  unaMe  to  appreciate  bij^ber -molivea  of  «o- 
•tieiii^y<rt«ft  a  wbole,  1  betieve  tbe  iniUieiice  yoa  exept  ia  dcleteri- 
•999.  Yoar  fdigion,  I  an  satnfiedr  baa  ilegcaefaled  iato  cold  lorn-  / 
-alitna^^yonr  wocabip,  yoar  obadieace  to  Goi,  is  raadered  noce  1 
tbioagb  serf  ile  fear  of  panisbmeot,  than  love  of  yoar  Creator-^  ' 
-your  ooagregatioas  are  beeooiiag  nore  and  nore  tinetuced  witb 
•oidelity^-Hiiid  the  'fmit  of  your  lsbo»>  as  a  geoeiaithiikg,  I  aa 
•fMined  to  bdiere,  is  to  difiuse  abnoad  disaeasion,  bittarnass  and 
ibe  Bkost  aaivorthy  and  wretched  selfishness !  I  I  warn  yoo  si 
Ibe-eiror  of  yoar  wajrs — I  call  apon  you  to  repent  of  this  eviU 
end  tttsn  fron  darknei^s  to  light,  fron  thcprupagsliofi  of  nai^ 
taade  sydtens  of  divinity,  to  the  «p-baildtng  of  tbatpufe goa- 
4pal  of  Cbrist«  which  will  dUkise  mbioad  **'  peace  on  sartb  aad 
ipaod  viii  toward  men !  V* 

Betoe  procosdiag  to  my.  coododing  reaarks,  I  desice  to  notice 
MM  numj  of  >  tbo  tianefoaa assartioas  Mde  by  ny  opponent,  deatn^ 
•Bg  of  torreotfon  or  reprebeasioo,  as  tbe  brief  tine  allotted  ma 
'^Mdil  peraxit.    Ntear  tbe  coanneaceaent  of  Jiis  last  speech,  tbe  SJb' 
iler  lias  ahown  *^  the  white  leather,"  so  plainly,  that  bis  most  sftn^ 
gttine  friends  must  be  filled  wab  mortibcatiaa.     I  bad  hoped  la 
Inve  found  in  bin  «  bold,  nsody  cbanpioa  of  tbe  doctrine  of 
JEttdless  l^isbnent^-one  who  wouid  meet  ae  face  to  lace,  and 
come  up  to  the  defence  of  that  odious  sentiment,  with  aone  de- 
flgvee  of  promptness  and  intrepidity.    i)at  in  ibis  I  bare  bees  sig- 
•oahy  dtsspponted.    Fron  tbe  beginning  of  tbe  discussioB  on  tbn 
qoastion.  He  has  shrunk  fron  an  apea  <lefance  of  eteraal  nisery 
on  its  naked  mehls.    Tbe  thing  is  toodreadial  for  bin  to  aappoct 
<^^^,  in  its  feal  ebaraoter.    He  cbarges  ne  wth  seakiag.  to 
^tnoge  the  iasue  between  as,  aad  perrert  <be  idaotriaa  in  discos- 
non.    He  says  I  eoiMend  against  a  xreataraof  ny  own  imagina- 
Itao — a  «*  nan  of  straw/'    i  appeal  to  all  caadid  mindi«  to  uetev- 
mine  tbe  groundlessness  of  these  ^allegations.  Wbat  is  tbe-i{iiasticn 
bafore  tts.^    it  reads  as  followBc*-***ls  ttbere  soAciest  evidence 
ior  believing  that  any  part  of  tbcbuann  family  .will  suffer  END* 
LKSS  MISEKV  in  a  future  snier'     Have  1  in  anv  tostaaca, 
changed  this  question^  or  modided,  or  pervieftedit,  in  the  slightest 
-dCj^fee  ?    Tbe  charge  is  preposterous.     &^ery  iadividaal  w1k>  has 
foUo«ved  us  in  tbis  iiebate,  will  baanwitness  to  the  faithfulness  witb 
which  1  have  aahered  lo  tbe  question,    /fbey   will  all  acknowl- 
edge it  has  been  my  aim  to  striko'dtrsctly-at  tbedocuineof  **  end* 
•less  misery,**  ia  every  blow  1  have  inflicted'   aad  that  while  Ki- 
ller Uobnesbas  been  endeavoring  lo  tani«way  into  a  dlAoionon 
^f  future  liaited  punisbmeot,  a  dayof  judgmeat  in  another  world » 
the  tine  and  place  in  which  men  nta  -saved  f row  ain,  and  ^otbcr 
if ttlavaat  po&Bfar  it  bas  bsea  my^odsnror  ^toc  cootiaa  tte^  dobaie 
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txehukwfif  to  th*  one,  maght  poiat  iiiTolvdl,  riz :  the 

of  punishment  I 

While  ohArgtog  roe  with  changing^  Ihe  insiie  and  ayoiding  the 
question,  he  is  himself  guilty  of  these  Tery  acts,  as  i  will  show 
by  his  own  eooiession.  He  tells  us  the  doctrine  he  has  been  juU 
Yocating  teaches--**  1.  A  loss  of  the  favor  of  God  and  the  king- 
dom of  Heaven;  and  2,  positiTe  unhappioess  arising  fnMir person- 
al and  positive  sinfulness.**  Now  I  humbly  submit  that  these 
two  propositions  contain  not  one  particle  of  the  qaestion  in  dis- 
cussion. That  question  is  "  ENDLESS  Misery."  But  there  is 
nothing  «fMi(cwY  in  either  of  the  propositions  my  opponent  has 
laid  down.  Men  may  at  one  time  suller  *^a  loss  oi  the  favor  of 
God  and  the  kingdom  of  heaven,*'  and  yet  j-ecover  both  at  a  sob- 
sequent  period  by  due  repentance  of  sin.  They  may  at  a  partic- 
ular period,  sufier  **  positive  unhappiness,  arising  from  personal 
and  positive  sinfulness,"  and  still  afterwards  be  saved  from  it,  on 
embracing  the  principles  of  the  gospel  of  Christ  In  fact.  Elder 
Holmes,  and  every  orthodox  professor,  will  acknowledge  that  pre- 
vious to  conversion  they  experienced  that  loss,  and  endured  that 
unhappiness:  yet  they  now  hope  to  be  bapfiy  forever.  Let  it  be 
understood  then,  by  Elder  Holmes'  evangelical  brethren*  and  all 
the  world,  that  on  his  own  showing,  he  has  not  defended,  in  thia 
discussion,  the  doctrine  of  ^^  ENDLESS  misery !  l"  After  thia 
explsnation  of  his  view  of  the  question,  I  seriously  and  honestlv 
doubt  whether  he  actually  believes  at  all  in  the  doctrine  ol  **  trnd" 
las  misery !" 

He  complains  that  I  have  employed  extravagant  and  loathsoajie 
expressions  in  describing  the  odiousness  of  the  doctrine  of  end- 
less misery.  This  is  the  second  or  third  time  he  has  made  a  sim- 
ilar ovtcry.  But  how  could  I  err  in  this  respect  ?  What  is  the 
meaning  of  ENDLESS  MISERY?  I  have  described  this  doc- 
trine  precisely  as  it  has  been  oreached  for  a  thousand  year»-ras 
it  has  been  proclaimed  by  Elder  Holmes,  1  hav^  no  doubt,  hun- 
dreds of  times — as  it  is  described  in  orthodox  books,  tracts  and 
hymns — viz :  a  condition  of  endless  pain,  anguish,  torment*  and 
woe — where  God's  own  ofl&pring  will  forever  and  ever  groan  and 
shriek  in  agony  which  no  tongue  can  describe,  no  imagination 
can  conceive  !  Jn  heaven's  name  how  would  be  have  mt  de^rihe 
this  doctrine  ?  What  words  could  I  use  that  would  begin  lo  de|.ict 
its  unmitigated  horror,  its  awful  malignity ! !  It  is  one  of  those  ca- 
ses where  all  language  fails  in  coming  up  to  reality !  I     , 

Mr.  Holmes  also  complains  that  1  have  entleavored  to  separate 
the  doctrine  of  '^  endless  misery,"  from  its  relatione  to  (M*e  gov- 
ernment,^ and  the  results  of  moral  conduct.  1  acknowledge  4he 
charge,  and  a^k  if  this  was  not  the  legitimate  worlc  befoas  me  ? 
Endless  punishment  has  no  relation  to  Goal's  goveiomtnt,  it 
neither  administeM  nor  threatens  such  a  puoishaent.  ^Noc  can 
it  ia  nay  wxiMt^hai^'WkXftV^thecasuttaol  maal  o^miwsLrr 
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The  Creator  has  never  jfiven  his  creatares  an  ability  to  bring  an 
endless  evil  upon  themselves.  Rather  than  have  done  this,  he 
woutd  hare  anowed  them  to  remain  in  non-entity.  I  have  shown 
ail  this  satisfactorily  I  trust,  as  it  was  my  province  to  do.  And  I 
acknowledge  moreover,  as  the  Elder  asserts,  that  I  have  shown 
his  system  makes  the  infliction  of  endless  misery,  *'  a  malignant 
anJ  revengeful  proceeding  on  the  part  of  God,  having  no  other  ob- 
ject in  view,  and  sustained  by  no  other  reason,  than  the  gratifl- 
tion  of  a  fiend>like  dispositon,  to  inflict  torture  on  his  unfortu- 
nate creatures."  I  hope  all  have  been  brought  to  see  that 
•uch  is  the  charge  which  evangelism  virtually  brings  against  the 
Father  of  spirits.  For  my  friend  to  complain  that  I  have  endeav- 
ored to  make  this  all  clear,  is  to  complain  that  I  have  met  him  in 
debate,  an  J  defende.l  the  negative  of  the  qucbtion  before  us ! 

The  complaints  Elder  Holmes  has  made  against  the  manner  I 
have  treated  the  question,  and  his  evident  attempts  to '*  shirk,** 
the  real  issue  of  the  fudieunea  of  punishment,  which  has  been 
the  only  point  actually  in  debate,  abundantly  substantiate  the 
charge  I  made  against  him,  at  the  commencement  of  this  ques- 
tion, that  he  is  both  AFRAfDand  ASHAMED  to  defend  the  doe- 
trine  of  which  he  appears  here  as  the  champion,  as  it  has  been 
held  for  ages  past«  and  as  it  is  still  received  among  the  great  body 
of  its  believers.  Let  the  world  notice  this  fact.  And  let  ail  the 
evangelical  who  have  any  confidence  in  Elder  Holmes,  ask  them- 
eelves  in  what  kind  of  a  light  they  place  their  good  sense  be- 
fore the  public,  in  adhering  to  a  doctrine  which  their  most  able 
champion  dare  not  defend  on  its  own  naked  merits,  and  is  ashamed 
to  acknowledge  in  its  true  character,  as  proclaimed  by  their  great 
men  for  n8:es  past ! ! 

The  £lder*s  recnpitidati<m^  is,  in  fact,  a  re  vamping  of  his  ar- 

fuments — a  repetition  through  which  he  wades,  in  the  hope  of 
eing  able  to  strengthen  weak  points,  and  cover  up  marked  de- 
ficiencies. As  I  have  already  answered  these  arguments  in  de- 
tail and  at  large,  as  they  were  introduced,  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  enter  upon  another  labored  reply  here.  I  shall  only  notice 
some  of  tne  most  glaring  inconsistencies  into  which  he  has  fallen 
in  going  over  his  old  track  again. 

In  repeating  his  argument  on  moral  agency,  he  says  : — **  The 
moral  agency  of  man  being  establisheo,  it  follows  there  is,  and 
must  be,  a  Itabiiify  to  forfeit  final  happiness.*'  The  a$$umptioi^ 
contained  in  this  sentence  is  entirely  unwarranted.  Man  in  the 
exercise  of  his  moral  agency,  is  liable  to  forfeit  present  happi- 
ness. But  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  agency,  and  aided  by  di- 
vine assistance,  which  is  ever  granted  the  sincere  repentant,  be 
can  be  emancipated  from  the  uiihippiness  consequent  upon  past 
transgressions.  The  sophistry  of  the  above  sentence,  consists 
in  the  idea  that  man's  fid^il  or  ullimate  condition,  is  made  to  de- 
pend upon  the  exercise  o|  his  moral  agency  in  tkk  l^/k^  <Nr  at  any 
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fiXtA  period  of  time.    Neither  the  scriptares  nor  reason,  cosi- 
teoance  any  principle  of  this  description. 

My  friend  refers  to  my  assertion  i  that  man's  final  destiny  is 
not  a  matter  which  depends  directly  on  his  moral  agency.  He 
replies,  that  if  this  is  so,  then  man,  in  his  final  condition,  will 
haye  no  moral  character — and  if  no  moral  character,  t  jen  he  will 
enjoy  no  moral  happiness.  Either  ignorantly  or  intentionally,  the 
£lder  has  misunderstood  my  position  on  this  snbject,  and  has 
drawn  his  conclusions  from  false  premises.  The  ground  I  took 
was,  that  man's  final  destiny  is  not  determined  hy  the  exercise 
•of  his  moral  agency,  at  any  one  given  hour,  year,  or  period,  of 
4iis  existence — that  a  wise  and  benevolent  Deity,  would  not  per- 
mit a  matter  so  momentous,  to  depend  upon  the  conduct  of  a 
blind  and  erring  creature,  within  a  certain  space  of  time.  This 
position  was  taken  in  opposition  to  that  most  unreasonable  of 
all  tenets,  which  my  opponent  was  urj^ing,  that  the  final  state 
in  which  man  would  e.Tist  through  eternity,  whether  of  happiness 
or  woe,  had  been  made  to  depend  on  the  manner  he  should  exer- 
cise his  moral  agency  in  this  life — or  more  properly,  daring  the 
hit  Aotir  of  this  life.  That  the  final  condition  of  mankind,  win 
be  Intimately  connected  with  the  exercise  of  their  moral  agency, 
I  have  no  doubt.  But  that  agency,  so  far  from  being  the  means 
of  bringing  any  into  a  state  of  endles.^  wretchedness  and  sin* 
^yill,  in  fact,  under  the  wise  superintendence  of  God's  provi- 
dence, be  an  instrument  by  which  the  exaltation  of  all  to  endleas 
holineM  and  happinesss,  will  be  finally  and  certainly  secured.* 

Speaking  of  human  probation,  Mr.  Holmes  makes  the  follow^ 
ing  declaration : — **  As  is  the  moral  character  at  death,  so  wilt  ft 
be  after  death,  and  exert  a  corresponding  influence  in  the  endless 
destiny  of  man."  I  have  already  showed  the  absurdity  of  the 
idea,  that  man*s  everlasting  destiny  is  determined  by  his  moral 
condition  at  tbe  momtiit  of  death,  without  looking  at  his  pre- 
Tious  life,  or  allowing  it  to  have  any  weight.  Let  us  apply  this 
rule  for  an  instant  to  those  who  favor  it.  Will  not  £lder  Holmeb 
••  of  death,  be  a  sinner  ? — Will  not  ever>*  partialistcleigyman  "  v^ 
death,  be  sinners  ?  Neither  he  nor  they  dare  deriy  this.  I  haY<5 
not  heard  that  any  of  them  claim  to  be  saitUs!  Then  accofding 
to  the  £lder*s  rule,  he  and  they  will  be  sinners  *^ after  death,** 
and  forever ! !  More  than  this— As  the  Prophets^  the  Apostfeft, 
all  the  great  and  good  of  earth,  acknowledged  themselves  to  he 
in  bondage  to  sin,  and  died  with  more  or  less  of  sinfalness  within 
them — they  also,  on  my  friend's  premises,  were  sinful  '•after 
death,"  and  must  remam  so  through  eternity  ! !  Thus  his  t^^ 
results  in  universal  and  endless  wickedness  and  woe  I !  Bdl  hrt 
us  look  in  a  practical  |>oint  of  view,  at  my  opponentV  pcsHion 
that  the  moral  character  at  death,  determines  the  chmptei  w0i 
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toblyrates  tlie  position  I  took  «om«liini»  since,  tkat  >aeeordiag  to 
iBodtern  cvsng^lisfis  ft  is  no  matter  how  %  muk  U9€s;  tmt  every 
thing  ikpends  upon  bow  he  ttm  f  I  H«nce,  occordin||^  to  this  doc- 
trine, if  he  *^  serves  the  devil,**  wtA  riots  m  sin  %X[  his  days,  and 
fepents  an  boor  before  deatfa.  it  is  just  as  wdl  lor  htm  hereafter, 
ma  thou|;b  he  lived  throu^  Ufe  vH  the  strtka  o/  God— at  deaths 
lie  wit!  ascend  to  jd^ry,  and  «n  lioor  IfOoi  his  sins,  KriJI  he  shout- 
ing pvaiaes  vrith  Gabriel,  and  IXtvid,  and  Paul ! !  This  is  the 
^9tora/  System  which  lias  been  ao  boaMingly  ertolled  as  s«- 

terior  to  That  dotftrinie  whieh  tealches  that  every  sinner  shall 
e  io^|y  &n^  eerfainly  panisbed  for  all  Yhe  wickedness  of  which 
he  has  been  gtiilty ! !  Lefm  eaadid  ftnd  eaiight^Md  paMie  deoide 
bet  ween  tbem* 

'  Among  other  things  relating  to  his  JKOfs^niA  uijpiment,  ha 
makes  the  following  assertirm : -^  We  have  seen  fhat  the  scrip«> 
tares  dedare  the  wicked  bare  fbeir  portion  in  thai  worldly  and 
temporal  happiness  which  pertains  to  this  li^e."  I  haye  had  fre- 
quent occasion  to  call  tbe  attention  of  oar  hvarens  to  tbe  hcen* 
tiout  tendency  of  modern  orthodox:  doctrines,  flere  is  anelher 
specimen  of  it.  What  can  be  more  mnwral,  than  to  instruct 
hien,  that  tbe  wicked  enjoy  great  ^tnpiness  and  prosperHy  in  tbia 
world ;  and  that  if  at  death  mey  win  repent,  thejr  can  escape  the 

i'ast  punishment  their  sins  ^serve,  and  enter  apon  tbe  endless 
oya  of  heaven  ?  I  insist,  this  idea  that  the  willed  onjoy  bap* 
pinesa  in  this  life,  is  not  only  demoraHTing  and  corrupting  in  the 
extreme,  bat  that  it  is  highly  unscriptural.  The  Brble  incolcatea 
BO  such  doctrine.  I  am  astonished  that  a  clergyman  and  a  Pre- 
siding £lder  who  bad  ever  read  God^s  word,  should  hazard  an  a»- 
aertion,  which  every  reader  of  tbe  Bible  can  show  to  be  false. — 
tf  tbe  Eider  woald  lear.i  the  teachings  of  tbe  scriptirrss  in  regard 
to  *Mhe  happiness*'  of  the  wrcked  in  this  life,  let  him  rend  and 
ponder  tfa«  following : — **  The  wicked  ARE  like  the  troubled  sea. 
When  it  cannot  rest ;  whose  waters  cast  up  mire  and  dirt.  There 
IS  NO  PEACE,  sakh  my  God.  to  the  wicked  !"-.(lsa.  Ivii.  20, 21  ) 
There  ^  ptace,  there  is  ^  happrness,-**  to  the  wkked,  saith  Elder 
Bolmes!  The  world  can  nave  thefir  choice  between  these  two 
authorities. 

My  ^enth  Negative  AigUment  was,  that  Endless  P^tnisbnient 
^ohiteathe  moral  priitcipies  which  God  enjoins  inxm  hiscreataree. 
In  his  review.  Elder  Holmes  asserta  that  the  inflictfon  t>f  such  a 
punishment  by  the  Deity,  petfettly  torrtsponds  with  the  instruc- 
tions given  for  regulating  our  intercourse  with  each  other,  it 
will  require  but  a  few  words  to  show  thi^  dedatation  to  be  des«> 
thate  of  dependence.  What  are  the  principles  whtcb  God  luA 
dire«^ied  should  govehi  his  earthly  creatures  in  their  intercourse 
with  one  another  i  He  has  commanded  us  to  i69e  our  -eitemtev'^ 
10  Mm  those  who  cdtse  aa-iOo  i/b  gootf  to  thoia^Hio  1»ti  itth- 
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«ad,  in  in«» t#  oTeuoo^i  tlie  €vil  •(  ^mrfellow-btwip.  by  »a«r 
▼aryinir  exhibition  of  goodntn^  towarda  them.  We  are  not  iQ  do 
tbeee  tnings  tor  an  hour,  or  a  day,  but  always.  Doe»  the  Crea- 
tor himself,  act  on  tbcee  aubliine  and  perfect  moral  principletf,  it 
his  dealings  with  his  creatures?  If  the  doctrine  of  eudleas 
wretchedness  is  true,  he  Tiolates  every  one  of  them.  Recording 
to  that  doctrine,  throughout  eteniity  he  will  hate  his  caemies-^ 
will  curse  those  who  curse  him — do  evil  to  those  wh^ 
bate  him — and  instead  of  overcoming  evil  with  good,  hs 
will  be  oTercome  of  evil,  and  inflict  the  %ieet  awful  woes  oa 
those  of  his  blind  and  erring  children,  who  fall  into  ev^ 
in  this  life!!  These  suggestions  must  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
every  candid  mind,  that  either  God  himself  infinitely  violates  the 
holiest  and  most  perfect  moral  rules  he  has  enjoined  on  man,  or 
the  doctrine  of  ceaseless  agony  is  a  blasphemous  littcl  on  his 
moral  character,  and  a  double«distilled  falsehood  !  , 

As  for  the  ridicule  and  contempt  which  Elder  Holmes  casts  on 
the  wise,  gracious  and  holy  prmciple  on  which  God  punish^ 
his  wayward  and  blinded  children,  viz :  to  turn  their  lootsiepf 
hack  to  righteousness,  obedience  and  love — a  principle  which 
forms  the  highest  glory  of  God*s  government,  and  receives  the 
admiration  of  angels  in  heaven,  ai^  all  pure  and  good  men  on 
the  earth — in  denominating  it  a  *'  fine  moral  ^pecif/crfaon"  in  which 
«*  the  universal  Father*'  is  engaged  on  a  capital  of  '^  sin  and  mise- 
ry,**— I  am  pained  to  say,  it  indicates  too  plainly  to  be  mistaken, 
a  darkened  mind  and  unrenewed  heart ! ! 

The  Elder  indulges  in  some  stale  ridicule  of  the  Universalist  ex- 
position of  scripture,  in  reference  to  Jerusalem.  His  ridicule 
would  apply  with  much  greater  force  against  the  writers  of  the 
New  Testament  We  did  not  write  the  Bible ;  but  we  take  it  as 
it  has  been  given  us  by  Divine  inspiration.  Finding  in  the  New 
Testament  many  passa||[es  which  plainly  and  unquestionably  re« 
fer  to  God's  dealings  with  his  ancient  people — tbe  casting  of  them 
aside  as  the  depositories  of  his  truth — their  destruction  as  a  na^ 
tion,  and  the  overthrow  and  ruin  of  their  beloved  city  and  tern* 
pie — we  construe  these  scriptures  accordingly.  Nor  are  we  alon^ 
m  this  matter.  Every  learned  and  eminent  commentator  of  the 
orthodox  sects,  corroborates  our  views  of  many,  if  not  most,  o| 
the  passages  which  we  apply  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish 
temple,  aty  and  nation.  Vvhen  we  reflect  that  the  gospel  was 
proclaimed  just  before  these  events  transpired— events  the  most 
important  that  ever  took  place  in  the  world's  history,  and  in  re- 

Srd  to  which  the  Savior  said  there  should  be  such  tribulaticfn  aa 
d  not  been  since  the  world  began,  nor  ever  should  be  after;?, 
wards — it  will  not  appear  astonishing  that  the  New  Tes^ynent 
BO  often  refers  to  them,  and  abounds  in  so  many  warnincji  an4 
•xhortations  of  the  Jews  to  escape  them !  J. ,/      ^^ 

My  ioend  makes  a  daspeiatr  atrufgle  ^  qyaitbiQ^W,  |ir  .«iqp^ 
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sitioti  of  2  Thess.  i.  7-4^.  Those  familiar  with  the  grounds  f 
took  in  regard  to  this  paseare,  will  see  at  a  glance,  that  he  has 
done  little  that  can  atfect  them. — [See  p.  705.]  It  can  only  b& 
iiecdssary  for  me  to  glance  at  a  few  of  the  inconsistencies  into 
which  be  has  fallen.  The  Elder  affects  to  think  it  is  wohderfnl 
that  the  Jews  residing  in  Thessalonica,  should  be  threatened  witk 
banishment  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  at  the  Temple  in  Je- 
rusabm.  This  wonder  of  the  Elder^s  is  in  consequence  of  his  ig- 
norance of  the  Jewtah  customs.  The  Jews  at  Thessalonica,  as 
well  as  in  other  parts  of  the  Roman  empire,  were  in  the  habit  of 
visiting  Jerusalem  periodically,  to  worsnip  God  in  his  holy  tem- 
p)e.  And  this  niing  to  the  temple,  was  considered  going  into  thi 
ftretmce  of  tfie  Lord.  This  privilege  was  highly  prized.  Hence, 
lor  the  Jews  at  Thessalonica  to  be  deprived  of  this  opportunity 
of  gein^  where  Ood  manifested  his  visible  presence,  by  the  abo- 
lition of  the  Jewish  ritual,  and  the  destruction  of  the  Temple, 
Was  as  virtual  a  banishment  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  as  it 
was  of  the  Jews  resident  in  Jerusalem. — [See  p.  706,  707.]  Mr. 
Holmes  says,  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  took  place  "  long  af- 
ter the  death  of  the  Apostle."  [St.  Paul]  and  of  many,  if  not  all, 
of  those  Jews  to  whom  the  Apostle  refers.  This  shows  his 
knowledge  of  chronology.  St.  Paul  is  supposed  to  have  died 
about^ve  years  before  the  overthrow  of  Jerusalem ;  and  his  sec- 
ond epistle  to  the  Thessalonians  was  written  about  sixteen  years 
previous  to  that  event.  Hence  most  of  those  Jews  who  trtyubied 
the  Christians  at  Thessalonica,  were  undoubtedly  living,  and  be« 
tame  involved  in  the  calamities  which  befel  their  people  through- 
dut  th«  Roman  empire. 

Elder  Holmes  say^,  neither  the  Apostles  nor  other  christians 
had  ^'resf  in  that  age,  from  persecutions  and  tribulations.  In  re- 
ply to  this  I  give  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Hammond,  who  asserts  that 
after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  the  christians  enjoyed  a  relax- 
ation or  *^r»V*  from  persecutions.  And  he  adds  of  these  times — 
*^  Though  it  was  a  dav  or  vengeance  to  the  unbelieving  Jews,- 
they  were  times  of  refreshing  to  the  saints,  who  were  now  deliv-' 
ered  from  their  persecutors.*' 

But  my  friend  finds  a  little  encouragement  in  the  idea  that  I 
kave  overturned  all  I  have  said  on  this  passage,  by  the  use  I  af- 
terwards made  of  the  word  "destruction."  in  reierence  to  the 
declaration  of  the  Revelator  that  <*  death  and  hell  were  cast  into 
the  lake  of  fire,*'  I  remarked  that  the  signification  was,  they  were 
distroyed'-'i.  e.  it  was  a  perpetual,  irretrievable  overthrow.  Now 
the  Elder  Inquires  if  1  use  the  word  destruction  in  this  sense,  in 
regard  to  death  and  hell,  why  I  do  not  give  it  the  same  si^ifica- 
tion  in  reference  to  those  Jews  who  persecuted  the  christians  at 
ThessAlonica  f  The  reason  is  very  obvious.  The  meaning  of 
the  word  de$truction,  like  that  of  many  others,  is  modified  by  dif- 
ferent «onneof«MiS  where  it  it  foond.    Whenused  inrefmaeeto 
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iestbi  Ml  Dftfep.  ^  any  Uiins  ia  of^foMmk-to  uimi?m  tQp4i  il  tii^ 
Bifies  toUl  «n»i^ia/«m.  But  where  that  word  is  ft|>pH«4  to  Mm, 
k  caoDOt  have  the  meaning  of  analhilalioa ;  for  man  is  4e»tiaed 
|o  live  forever.  In  this  case,  it  siffni&ea  puni^kmtntj  without 
haviag  anything  in  itself  which  shows  thait  panishmaat  to  be 
•adleea,  aay  more  than  punishment  indicated  hy  any  other  wocd» 
la  the  eame  sentence,  Mr.  Holmes  acknowleiiges  thai  Imll  ia  to 
be  destroyed  without  remedy.  He  says  its  destruction  is  lo  be 
irretrievable  and  perpetual !  This  is  a  reniaf  kable  adnyssaon.  I 
wish  all  the  Methodists,  and  other  limttarians,  to  take  due  Botice* 

Sat  eider  Holmes  declares  Hell  wi]  1  be  DESTKOY£i)  1 ! !  Ueace^ 
I  he  has  sai<i,  heretofore,  or  may  say  hereafter,  ia  regard  to  aa 
maUiSi  hell,  amounts  to  nothing.  He  believes  not  a  word  of  it 
▲a  hell  is  the  only  place  in  the  future  world  where  he  pieteadi 
man  ean  be  punished,  it  necessarily  follows,  that  when  heU  it 
destcoy«dt  the  punishment  will  cease.  Bkler  Hobne«,  iherefoit, 
9t  most,  hat  been  contending  for  Imiiid  punishment.  Ail  his 
•riticisms  in  regard  to  this  word  hell^  and  all  the  pasegges  he  q«»> 
ted  where  that  word  occurs,  in  bis  Unth  speech,  can  apply,  a^« 

Srdiag  to  his  own  showin|p,  onl^  to  temporary  punishmeiit,  and 
ye  no  legitimate  cooaection  with  this  discussion. 

The  £lder's  assertion  that  the  author  of  **  Paige*8  Se)ectioas>** 
does  not  scruple  to  garble  and  misrepresent  the  views  <><  oithi0« 
dox  commentators,  as  often  as  it  suits  his  purpose,  is  a  sheer  and 
wanton  mievepresentation  of  a  candid  and  honorable  aithor»  mat 
amoet  valuable  book. 

He  takes  to  himself  pp-eat  credit,  in  having  driven  mei  ns  he 
■ays,  to  abandon  the  general  ground  of  Universaliata  iaJOtgard  |a 
the  iingdom  of  Jteavtn^  etc.  My  friend  makes  a  smalk  miatake 
in  this  matter.  My  position  from  the  commencemeiU  <i^  tbia  da- 
bate  has  been«  that  the  kingdom  of  God,  of  heavtti^  of  C^.rM/,.  wae 
established  in  this  world,  and  will  be  continued  in  the  next«  iiBti( 
Jesus  shall  accomplish  the  objects  of  his  reign,  and  leooncilfe  all 
creatares  to  God.  So  far  from  compelling  me  to  take  tbiagroufidv 
I  oecpipied  it  long  before  I  l^id  seen  or  heard  of  Elder  Holiaee.— - 
To  the  extent  of  my  information,  this  is  also  the  view  of  mosi 
Universalists.  It  is  truei  we  have  written  much  to  tonvinoe  the 
world  that  the  kingdom  of  heaven  was  to  be  entered  in  thia  worlds 
and  enjoyed  here.  But  it  was  in  opposition  to  the  usufil  ortho* 
dox  notion  that  that  kingdom  could  be  entered  oftly  in  the  iuturf 

existence. 

Mr.  Holmes  says,  that  when  the  scriptures  declart  the  «ModJi|c 
ahall  Qot  enter  or  inherit  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  they  rerar  Uk 
the  kiaedom  in  its  future  and  heavenly  state.  I  need  not  say  ta 
any  understanding  reader  of  the  Bible,  that  this  is  a  sheer  astaa^ 
tioa>  without  a  particle  of  proof  in  the  word  of  God.  Indeed, 
aH  his  declarations  on  this  subject,  are  simple  asuertiiiDi,^.  bk^' 
own,  nneoppofted  by  th«  ttatimoi^  ol  th«  ^^n^tmm^. 
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#jr'  muXiBni  fun  nte  Jttii  v«  90d 

Is  re^Td  to'die  new  class  til  veripttit'e  ptmtigetf  ny  oypcn^rtt 
1ms  intiodiiced,  in  svppoit  of  btt  view  that  those  who  do  not  en- 
ter the  kiogdom  of  hea?en  here,  cannot  hereafter,  I  ha^re  only 
time  to  say,  that  they  have  not  the  sKghtes!  reference  to  the  f«t- 
litfe  world.  They  are  parables  altered  hy  the  Savior  in  express 
a]>plicatimi  to  the  condition  of  things  existing  at  the  eslablish* 
Kent  of  the  gospel.  They  were  desifcned  to  show  the  bltfidnesa 
•f  4he  Jews  in  rejectii^  the  gospel,  and  the  consequences  whtcli 
would  resaU  to  them,  involving  them  in  the  destr action  of  Iheit 
nation,  which  was  then  hastening  on,  and  was,  indeed,  iwar  At 
hand  !  The  views  we  entertain  of  these  parables,  are  eonuboin- 
ted  by  many  of  the  most  ahle  orthodox  commentators.* 

It  surdy  cannot  be  necessary  for  me  to  follow  the  gentlesann 
through  his  last  expiring  effort  to  twisi  oat  of  aion  and  its  denvtt- 
tires,  an  argnment  in  favor  of  endless  pi^nishment.  He  has  net 
•verthrown  the  positions  I  have  taken  in  regard  to  these  words. -^ 
All  his  labors  in  this  department,  have  proved  singularly  ahortira. 
fisen  mllowing  l^e  rule  which  he  now  lays  down,  (wiiich  is  far 
from  being  correct,)  that  they  always  si|^ify  endless  dum- 
tion«  unless  the  nature  xA  the  suhject  to  which  they  are  apid»d, 
require  a  different  meaning,  it  do^s  not  afford  him  the  slightest 
help.  For  I  maintain  that  the  nature  of  punishment,  being  re- 
/ormatory-*-that  its  inflicti«n  being  a  wise  and  salutary  chastise* 
nent,  ndoiaiatsred  in  goodness,  and  not  in  cruelty  or  terenge-^ 
lequifes  a  strictly  Hmited  signification  of  aionion^  when  applied  to 
it  This  position  has  been  established,  I  trust,  to  the  satisfaetion 
of  every  candid  miml.  Although  we  may  not  he  able  in  aU  cases, 
lo  discover  th^  way  in  which  punishment  produces  this  effect,  yet 
our  ignorance  does  not  annihilate  this  most  gloriousand  holy  prin- 
eiple  in  the  divine  government.  And  a  ponishment  which  re* 
moves  men  from  one  World  to  another,  as  rn  the  case  of  the  an* 
tedrluvians  and  others,  is  no  more  an  exception  to  this  most  ad- 
mirable rule,  than  due  which  should  remove  the  guilty  from  one 
continent  to  another. 

My  friend  Holmes  sagely  inquires,  by  what  rule  f  determiiie 
llial  ^^famtf^  means  time  without  end,  when  God  ea^s  he  will 
not  cast  off  forever;  but  limiUd  time,  when  he  says  he  will  cast 
off  forever!  Although  my  opponent  declares  tmre  are  many 
places  where  God  says  he  will  cast  off  foiwtr^  }*et  there  is  hut 
eiM  passage  in  the  Bible  where  such  an  expression  occurs,  and 
that  was  uttered  by  David  with  especial  reference  lo  Solomon, 
and  to  no  ether  mortal  among  men. — (l  Chron.  xxviii.  •.)  In  this 
ease,  /bfwrr  evidently  means  time  withoot  end.  But  the  passage 
does  not  show  that  Solomon  would  have  been  punished  fotever 
for  disobedience.    The  sentiment  conveyed  by  David,  was  that  if 
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MooKm  pro««d  unfsitbfiil  to  bis  trast  as  the  raler  of  Ihellelnreirs, 
Ood  would  foreirer  east. him  off  as  a  kini:  of  Israel ;  whHe  as  « 
mffimher  of  the  human  race,  mercy  would  have  beea  extended  to 
him  on  repentance. — [Ses  p.  479] 

In  reference  to  the  exaiKiples  I  haire  gtren  of  the  tcnpture  usage 
of  the  Greek  word  **ai,^  myr  opponent  says,  ererj  passAge  I  quo- 
ted, prores  that  that  wor^  in  itself,  means  endii$$  duration,    ft 
ts  difficult  to  conceive  tfa^  £lder  so  ifi^noraiit,  as  to  beliere  him 
honest  in  this  declaration^    It  only  requires  the  slightest  glance 
;  at  the  passages  where  mi  occurs,  to  see  that  in  every  case,  with- 
L  oat  exception,  it  is  used  td  signify  an  indefinite  but  limited  period 
'  of  time. — [See  p.  744.]    He  says  when  mi  is  applied  to  punish« 
^  Meat  of  the  sinner  in  eterwityy  it  means  during  eternity,     lliis 
/  would  not  follow.    It  wouM  not  show  that  the  puntshment  would 
be  durinff  eternity,  but  t)^  during  its  infliction,  it  would  be  imtn^ 
terruptetf — ^whether  the  duration  was  lonrer  or  shelter.    But  my 
dear  friend,  the  word  mi  is  not  in  a  sinf^le  instance  in  the  Biblei 
applied  to  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  in  Kem«/|f .'    Hence  your 
declaration  proves  nothing.  ^- 

Mr.  Holmes  complains  of  my  severitv  in  detecting  the  misrep- 
resentation of  the  language  of  Dr.  Ballou  in  the  ^^  Ancient  His- 
tory of  Universalism.**  I  called  it  **  a  mean  attempt  to  east  disr 
paragement,"  not  in  consequence  of  the  misquotation,  but  for  his 
groundless  charge  oifaleehood  against  Dr,  B  ,  the  author — a  cler- 
gyman and  writer  of  the  highest  distinction  in  our  country,  and 
whose  reputation  for  veracity,  is  as  unsullied  as  the  light  of  the 
sun.  This  charge  was  the  more  '*  mean,**  bolause  it  was  made 
not  from  an  examination  of  Dr.  Bailouts  own  language,  al-^ 
though  he  pretends  to  quote  his  words,  but  from  a  burned  synopsie 
which  he  came  across  in  an  almanac!/  I  repeat  it  was  dastard'^ 
ly  to  charge  such  a  man  with  falsehood  before  the  world,  on 
grounds  so  entirely  nugatory.  Mr.  Ballou  does  not  say  Augus- 
tine was  the  first  writer  who  asserted  that  the  Greek  word  otcni 
and  its  derivatives,  meant  endless  duration.  His  declaration  ia^' 
tiiat  in  the  writings  of  Augustine  we  meet  with  the  ilrst  trttidimi 
in  regard  to  aion — By  which  I  understand  bin  to  mean,  that 
Augustine  was  the  first  Christian  theologian  who  attempted  to 
show  that  aion  and  its  derivatives,  when  applied  to  jmwnkmeni^ 
signified  endless  duration. 

In  regard  to  the  rebuke  I  rendered  him  in  my  last  speech-^ 
[p.  757,]  for  bis  wilful  misrepresentations,  he  says  I  boiled  over 
with  rage,  and  indulged  in  a  train  of  railing  trul^  bumiliating«i 
That  he  felt  truly  humiliated  in  having  his  wickedness  «e^ 
posed.  I  have  no  doubt.  With  a  mock  air  of  injured  innoceneei' 
he  says  he  ^'  only  made  a  few  plain  statements  of  plain  'ftUte.**^ 
If  be  had  said  he  had  only  uttered  a  few  plain  falsehoods,  well 
knowing  them  to  be  such^  he  would  have  come  mneh  neairer  tiie 
rtaUty.    Comparing  his  piofesmons  of  f»mni»  — i  yrty%ilii 
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V^  IffHDtiM  ia  dib  xase*  I  am  coRfideot  it  will  be  aUpw^  the  re* 
buke  I  a4aunistered,  was  richly  deaeryeJ.  I  do  not  wonder  be 
winces  un  ler  the  infliction.  I  trust  he  will  be  induced  by  hia  ex- 
perience in  this  instancf,  to  "|o  and  sin  no  more!" 

Elder  Holmes  in  his  digni&ea  style«  denominates  my  exDosition 
of  the  Parable  of  the  Sheep  and  the  Goats,  (Matt.  xzv.  %ly)  **a 
laaa;  farraj^o,^^  '*  mere  trash,"  etc.  But  with  singular  consistencj 
he  forthwith  enters  upon  a  formal  and  labored  reply,  to  the  mere 
trash  and  farrago ! !  The  public  are  abundantly  competent  to 
juige  of  the  merits  of  my  exposition,  and  of  his  reply.  I  cheer«* 
fully  submit  the  subject  to  their  decision,  with  a  few  remarks. 
In  reference  to  my  position  that  Christ  comes  into  this  world  to 
ju«U;ment«  he  replies,  '*  you  will  look  in  vain  for  any  such  declar 
ration."  To  test  the  dependence  to  be  placed  on  this  assMliont 
let  the  first  words  of  the  parable  be  read  : — *^  When  the  Son  o| 
Man  shall  cam$  in  his  glory,"  &c.  Come  where  1  Into  this 
world.  My  opponent  allows  that  all  of  the  24th  chapter  to  the 
421  yerse,  refers  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Yet  a  short 
time  since  he  was  ridiculing  Uniyersalists  for  applying  some  por- 
tions of  the  New  Testament  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  In 
the  part  be  allows  refers  to  the  overthrow  of  the  Jewish  city  anil 
temple,  occurs  the  following  language — *^  Immediately  after  the 
tribulation  of  those  daysi  shall  the  sun  be  darkened,  and  the 
moon  sh^U  not  give  her  liffht,  and  the  stars  shall  fall  from 
heaven,  and  the  powers  of  the  heavens  shall  be  shaken.  An4 
then  shall  appear  the  sign  of  the  Son  of  man  in  heaven ;  and 
then  shall  all  the  iribes  of  the  earth  mourn,  and  they  shall  S£E 
the  Son  of  man  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  with  power  and 
great  glory.  And  he  shall  send  his  angels  with  a  great  sound  of 
a  trumpet,,  and  they  shall  gather  together  bis  elect  from  the  fouf 
winds,  from  one  end  of  heaven  to  the  other  ^' — (Matt.  xxiv. 
29-31.)  Now  let  our  Methodist  friends  understand*  that  Elder 
Holmes  acknowledges  all  this  description  of  the  coming  of  the 
Son  of  man,  has  no  reference  to  a  day  of  Judgment  in  the  future 
world,  but  that  our  Savior  was  simply  descrloinr  Me  tkitruitAm 
qf  Jerwtalem  !  In  view  of  this  fact,  I  ask  them  if  they  can  have 
any  difficulty  in  believing  that  the  Redeemer  referred  to  the  mmf 
toeiU,  in  the  Parable  of  the  Sheep  and  Goats,  which  he  nttered 
in  the  same  discourse  ?  But  what  authority  has  my  friend  for 
asserting  that  at  the  42i  verse  of  the  24th  chapter,  Jesus  eioseB 
the  account  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  commences  de^ 
scribing  a  future  day  of  Judgment  ?  What  authority  has  he  for 
saying,  that  without  the  least  possible  intimation  to  that  efibc^ 
our  Lord  at  that  verse,  made  a  hiatus  of  some  thousands  of  years, 
and  commenced  speaking  of  an  entirely  di&rent  event  ?  He  hi» 
not  the  slij$htes^  authoirity  for  it.  There  is  no  other  ground  for 
believing  it,  than  the  naked,  uni^upported  assertion  of  David 
^j#9s.    I  ttrga^  e^quirere  aff^  U»lh^  to  read  lot  themsflYeaf 


mild  Me  if  there  is  tlieMMiHeit  9tMioAtf  for  msieMlif  Ail  mir 
L»H  flMii^  wc  im^porttnt «  ehmge  in  his  stibjeet  «t  vefM4S.  Dri 
Cterke  a;ekliowled||[e8  with  a  tiindor  I  elMmM  be  )rfeftied  lo  see 
my  opponent  tuiftBte,  thitiill  of  |he  94th  ehsp.  am  of  the  8M 
dMp.  to  the  8l8t  rerse^  inelttdintr ^he  parables  of  IW  fen  ttmnt, 
flmd  of  fhthd^nh,  mar  be  applied  to  ikt  dHtrmttkm  ifl^emmtmf 
Ift  wh^m^iH  the  l^Mhodiste  ha^  moet  toafidence,  Dr.  Clafki 
«r  Hkt,  David  Holmeel 

The  tfu^  is,  the  most  after  confa^ion  prerailaamoag  oithadot 
emaneatatora,  in  their  dferts  to  ptbfe  thafttwr  Lai^  leachasa 
^tare  general  day  of  Jadjf^ment,  in  his  disooM«e  recorded  in  the 
9irh  and  8&th  chapters  «f  Matthew.  They  come  to  the  osnaide* 
latioa  of  that  diseoarse,  with  ^ir  minds  fully  made  «fi  that  siait* 
«Aere  in  it,  the  Redeeiaer  mast  refer  to  saeh  a  fatoie  day  of  i^Ap 
weat.  Bat  the  evid«noe  is  eo  strong  that  ia  a  great  part  of  the 
disaoafae,  he  is  deseribiag  the  oT^hrow  of  thh  Jewish  peo* 
pie,  and  the  destniction  of  their  city  and  toaple,  that  they  oaa 
Hat  aroid  acknowledgiar  it]  yet  stili  insisting  tet  mmtwkert  ha 
ehaates  his  topie  to  a  Smj  of  Judgment  in  the  isnsible  world. 
Bat  there  is  an  aknost  umrersal  disagreeneat  among  them,  as  to 
the  place  where  this  naflttntovs  chaaffe  of  topic  takes  place. 
Some  say  the  ^ange  is  made  at  the  2^  Yerse  of  chapter  24. 
Olheta  insist  it  is  at  the  42d  Terse  of  the  saflie  chapter  Others 
MtV,  maintain  it  tskes  plaee  at  the  commencameal  of  ^  25th 
ahmpter.  And  some  go  as  far  as  the  31st  Terae  of  that  chapter, 
before  they  can  ihid  «  place  where  they  are  satisfied  Chiist 
alaaces  from  Jerasalem  some  thousands  of  years  into  etemiryll 
in  tha  midst  of  this  evangelical  war  of  words  aad  after  eonfamoay 
avery  anprejadieed  end  intelligent  mfnd,  will  readily  see  that  tha 
Bedaemermade  no  change  of  subject  ia  any  part  of  the  two  chaiK 
tors  nameJ ;  but  that  throagbont  the  discoursct  including  the 
alosiag  parable  of  the  sheep  and  goats,  our  Lord  describes  tha 
dealiagaof  €k>d  with  his  ancient  people,  when  he  cast  them  aside 
inta  age-lasting  ^aishment,  as  unfitted  to  be  the  depoaitories  ol 
that  gospel  which  was  thcA  to  be  proch^oied  througfaoat  Uia 
wcMrldi 

I»  rafereace  to  my  ^Corroboratire  Facts,^  and  to  my  assertion 
tlhat  St.  Joha  omits  eutirely  in  bis  Gospel  and  Epistles,  the  worda 
**  eternal  paaiahment,"  **  everlasting  panishmeaV'  and  *'everlas- 
ttiig  Are,"  the  Blder  replies,  that  he  alsb  omitted  the  aeneak^of 
Ghriat,  tha  Lord'a  prayer  aad  the  trtuisfigaration !  Woadertal ! ! 
And  so  my  friead  thinks  there  is  no  more  aigoificaaoe  ia  a  writer 
oif  a  Oaapel  omittitig  all  reference  to  a  doctrine  soaWfaUy  oMmiai^ 
taim,  if  xn%i  <aa  ttet  men  siaad  in  danced  of  endleos  agony  and 
•in,  than  in  ooiittittg  the  gtneaUgy  of  Chmt,  etc.  Re  sajra  Joha 
did  teach  the  doctnae  of  endless  punishment,  as  rfsm#y  aa  any 
one  of  the  divtoa  writers.  Why  did  not  tha  Elder  five  ^bNi^  Mif^ 
«f  iahf«^  ^laaga^^  ia^aofpart  «f  thia  dattaifeba  I '^ w^ 
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t!i«- position.  He  has  not,  he  cannot,  ]»n>dnee  a  pnssa^t  from 
the  Gospel  or  Epistles  of  that  A(k>s^  which  by  any  fair  inter- 
pretatiOD,  favors  a  doctrine  so  anreaeonable  and  ap^odly ! 

In  reply  to  my  declaration  in  regard  to  the  entire  absence  of 
the  word  ^^heli,^  Uom  the  writings  of  St.  Paul,  Mr.  Uoimea 
ebthtishly  seeks  to  make  an  offset,  by  showing  the  want  of  the 
word  '^hearen."  But  those  who  examine  his  list  of  the  omis* 
•ions  of  this  word,  will  lind  it  exceedingly  imperfect.  It  does 
oeenr  in  several  epistles  where  he  says  it  is  omitted,  Having  no 
confidence  in  bis  own  labors  on  this  point,  he  adroitly  fnmishea 
himself  with  loop-hoUs  for  retreat  from  detection,  in  such  exprea* 
sions  as— **if  1  mistake  not" — '*in  connection  with  the  future 
happiness  of  the  righteous'' — *Mn  reference  to  the  future  state." 
etc.  No  tntelHgent  reader  of  the  New  Testament  can  be  deceived 
hj  the  Eider*B  attempt  to  throw  dust,  on  this  subject.  The  doc* 
trine  of  a  place  or  state  of  future  and  endless  happiness,  is  clearly 
taught  throughout  the  writings  of  the  New  Testament,  in  a  great 
variety  of  words  and  forms  of  expression.  But  it  iswholiy  dil- 
lerent  in  regard  to  ^*  hell.'*  My  friend  and  all  modern  divines  an 
continually  proclaiming  that  in  the  future  world  there  is  an  end^ 
less  hell,  where  a  portion  of  mankind  will  experience  inexpresai^ 
1^  tortureS;  as  long  as  God's  throne  sball  stand !  If  men  an 
exposed  to  such  a  doom  now,  they  must  have  been  in  the  days  ol 
the  New  Testament.  Yet  we  find  St.  Paul  and  other  of  the  Apoa- 
tles  preached  all  their  life-time,  declaring  that  they  had  not  failed 
to  proclaim  **the  whole  counsel  of  Qod,'*  and  never  alHided  to 
ioture  torments,  nor  even  mentioned  such  a  place  as  ^'  heli !" 
From  this  important  omission,  we  draw  a  fair  and  legitimate  infer** 
ence  that  they  did  not  believe,  nor  preach  the  doctrine  of  endless 
punishment. 

Referring  to  the  Apostles*  Creed,  the  gentleman  says  it  does 
teach  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  by  implicatum.  Tha 
idea  that  a  creed,  written  expressly  to  lay  down  a  precise  and 
distinct  platform  of  doctrines,  teaches  the  most  important  of  all 
doctrines,  if  true,  only  by  implicaluyn,  is  truly  original !  But  tha 
Apostles'  Creed  does  not  inculcate  endless  punishment,  even  by 
implication.  When  it  says,  *^  from  thence  he  shall  come  to  judga 
the  living  and  the  dead,"  if  we  give  these  words  the  meaning 
they  conveyed  in  the  early  age  when  the  creed  was  written,  we 
are  to  understand,  that  he  came  to  ekercise  rule,  authority,  over 
the  living  and  the  dead— i.  e.,  all  mankind,  in  his  office  as  Me- 
diator between  Grod  and  man,  and  as  Ruler  in  his  gospel  kin^ 
dom.  As  to  the  creed  the  Elder  has  drummed  up,  it  is  hot  what  has 
always  been  denominated  the  Apostles'  creed.  The  Creed  as  I 
gave  it,  is  the  form  in  which  it  has  been  used  in  the  Catholic 
church,  for  more  than  tifteen  hundred  years,  and  in  the  Episcopal 
church  from  its  formation.  It  is  the  only  form  these  chttrellM 
laoknowledge  ae  genuine. 


1 


Th«  Eldsr  seeks  lo  CMt  diepenraneDt  on  the  Beripf  re»  I  have 
quoted  in  pfcwf  of  the  selviLtaoa  of  all  men.  He  says  he  has  yet 
to  see  the  hi»t  passa^  without  perversioa,  which  makee  any 
thing  for  un€onddfianai  Umreraai  Salvation!  As  for  une^ndi' 
tional  saJvatioa,  all  will  bear  me  witness  1  have  eonteiuled  lor  ao 
each  sairation.  Universal  Salyation  will  be  e&eted  throng  a 
oompliaace  with  conditions,  not  against  them,  nor  independent  of 
thorn.  As  my  friend  has  not  yet  seen  even  the  /fnl  passage  io 
proof  of  Universal  Salvation,  let  me  accommodate  him  vrith  ono: 
y  God  iuUh  eon^wJM  them  all  in  unbelief  ^  thai  he  mrgkt  have  m sa- 
€T  upon  ALL V'-^Rom.  xL  32.)  Here  is  another:— ''.^Ao  tM 
kav4  ALL  MEN  to  0$  SAVKD,  and  come  to  the  knoteUdf^  of  the 
truth .' '— (1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  Does  the  Elder  now  see  theae  passages  ! 
\ — or  does  he  still  close  his  eyes  %  And  seeing  them,  what  other 
sentiment  can  he,  or  any  living  man,  make  them  convoy,  b«t 
Universal  Salvation  f 

My  opponent  quotes  from  the  writings  of  Mr.  Kidwell  aad  Mr. 
Ballou,  to  show  that  some  of  the  most  iritelligent  of  my  brethmn, 
are  giving  up  the  scriptural  argument  in  favor  of  Universal  Sal* 
/  vation !  This  is  truly  amazing ! ! !  As  for  Mr.  Kid  well's  views 
I  of  the  Bible,  they  have  long  since  been  repudiated  by  the  great 
mass  of  Uttiversalists :  and  oe  is  not  acknowledged  as  an  expo* 
Aeat  of  our  sentiments.  The  use  which  the  Elder  makes  of  the 
lan^age  of  Mr.  Ballou,  is  a  total  perversion  of  the  seatimenlo 
of  Its  author.  No  writer  on^  theology  places  more  dependence 
on  the  scriptures,  to  prove  the  truthfulness  of  his  doctrines,  thaa 
does  Mr.  Ballou,  and  none  quote  more  scripture.  His  writioga 
abound  with  profuse  quotations  from  every  part  of  the  Bible. 

Having  exhausted  all  other  resources  to  weaken  my  course  of 
argument  in  this  discussion,  the  Elder  in  his  last  extremity  islls 
again  to  mt^representing  aie.  He  declares  that  I  assert  a  doctrine 
at  one  time,  and  deny  it  at  another — that  I  aigue  in  a  circle-— 
and  that  I  conduct  so  strangely  he  cannot  corner  me,  no  tarn  me 
off  from  my  track--^but  that  at  all  times,  he  has  found  me  ready 
to  meet  him  on  every  point  and  in  every  contingency — and  in* 
ishes  his  dolorous  lamentations,  by  choice  and  classical  illustra* 
tioBS  drawn  from  **  otter  slides,*'  and  snake  stories ! !  To  all  of 
which  I  have  nothing  to  reply.  The  good  sense  of  the  public 
cannot  fail  to  see  under  this  attempt  to  cast  disparagement  on 
my  proceedings,  the  despair  of  a  deieatcKl  controversiaSst. 

A  lid  my  dear  brother,  akhough  debating  with  me  eight  days, 
oaanot  evon  yet  imagine  what  1  believe,  or  what  I  have  been  ad- 
vocating. I  trust  some  of  his  Sabbath  School  children  will  have 
the  goodness  to  enlighteu  him  on  this  subject.  It  would  be  a 
pity  to  have  him  stray  longer  in  the  dark !  He  acknowledges  I 
have  adhered  faithfuliy  to  one  thing,  viz  :  that  all  inaaki0d  wiU 
Aaaliy  become  holy  and  happy.  Ah«  yes!  ih«*i^ti«el  Tbia 
WM  the  exact  (^ue^Uou  ^t^w^t^  diacussiiig.    VViiue  my  opp^ 
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Bent  kM  htin«^l  wmadertd  in  all  directRm8>  and  endevrofed  by 
ettry  art,  to  have  me  follow  him — while  he  has  aotight  to  bring 
iQ  aijaoot  every  topic  the  field  of  theology  coataius,  to  confuse 
oar  debate,  and  mar  its  unity,  I  have  adhered  closely  and  steiidily 
U»  the  matter  which  legitimately  claimed  our  attention.  I  ae* 
iinowledge  this.  Knowing  that  aJl  my  friend's  hopea  of  sue- 
cesA  depended  on  his  introduction  of  topics  entirely  irrelerant  to 
the  pomt  at  isBuer  to  occupy  the  minds  of  our  heajrers,  I  deter- 
ratned  from  the  beginning,  to  defeat  his  purpose  by  a  faithful  ad- 
herence to  tJie  questions  before  us.  And  that  of  which  my  friend 
4)omplauis,  I  am  confident,  will  be  considered  a  matter  of  cora- 
meudation  by  a  diecrtminatin|f  public. 

HaTiag  endeavored  in  vain  to  destroy  the  criticisma  I  have 
made  in  reeard  to  certain  Greek  words,  my  friend,  after,  his  usual 
maertton  o?  my  blunders,  finadlv  turns  me  over  to  *^  that  portion 
of  the  public  who  understand  the  subject."  To  this  I  can  have 
no  o>iection.  Wbile  making  no  pretensions  to  perfection,  and 
acknowledging  m3rself  liable  to  be  mistaken,  I  trust  it  wiH  be 
found  that  my  criticisms  are  correct^  in  ad  essential  points  that 
can  have  any  bearing  on  the  questions  at  issue. 

JSlder  HoL;ies  complains  of  thetj^if  in  which  I  have  conducted 
the  discussion — and  from  time  to  time,  has  declared  I  indulge  in 
hard  words,  and  have  not  treated  him  respectfully.  In  reply  I 
would  say,  that  although  I  may  have  erred  in  this  respect,  in  sonM 
instences,  yet  1  have  endeavored  to  exhibit  a  christian  spirit,  and 
at  the  same  time,  call  thin^  by  their  right  names.  I  am  willing, 
-however,  that  my  couree  m  these  respects,  should  be  compared 
ivith  my  opponent's.    Let  an  impartial  public  decide  between  us. 

My  p|osition,  the  gentleman  informs  us,  reminded  him  of  the 
declaration  of  Gtn,  'niy'ior,  that  a  certain  regiment  at  Buena  Vista 
was  defeated  three  times,  without  knowing  it !  I  thank  my  friend 
for  the  compliment.  The  old  General  uttered  this  declaration 
ironically,  as  the  highest  compliment  to  the  bravery,  firmness  and 
skill,  of  that  dauntless  band!  The  fact  was;  they  were  not  de- 
feated at  all ;  but  by  their  intrepidity,  coolness  and  energy,  they 
succeeded  in  achieving  one  of  the  most  splendid  victories  recorded 
in  the  pages  of  history !  Does  m^  opponent  aeknowledge  his 
position  and  success  in  this  discussion  to  be  represented  by  the 
Mexican  forces  in  that  battle  1* 

_      I  ,, ,  a  I  -  ■  I     I  ■  I        II      I  ■  -     ^  -  — -■ 

*  On  p.  662,  BIr.  Holmes  has  inMrted  a  not*  in  rctotiAa  to  tii*  d«cJ«r«tiMM  of 
mamelto&fi  whom  ho  denomiiMtM  UmvcnaluU.  Wfaotbw  •«€!&  l^Bfuag*  was 
•vol  used  Off  aoi,  I  bow  no  moaa*  of  knowing.  But  I  hove  oo  hositotion  ia  Myinc 
I  hove  not  the  slightett  belief  any  Universalist  ever  made  each  aisertion*.  If  they 
were  uttered  at  alK  the  probobility  it,  it  was  by  »ome  skeptical  individual*,  who, 
brought  up  in  the  midst  of  modern  evangelical  religionists,  and  beholding  for  years 
the  wide  distinction  between  the  fro/emicn  and  the  practice  of  so  many  of  ttiem, 
bad  become  disgusted  with  such  glaring  hypocrisy,  and  fiUlen  into  dof^  ia  regwd 
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It  HtiHKit  HSi  to  1i«r«  iMHii  no^Md  bf  ilUmlttitiifctiny  ta^w^ 
tlUftt  tbere  hms  bMti  a  perfMt  agreement  between  J^der  HotaMt 
and  myself,  in  Tevard  to  all  the  JfttndQm§ntai  ffremiwn  ifeeeeiiarily 
inToliM  in  fhis  debate.  We  agr^  in  attributing  tlie  eane  cbai^ 
aeteristies  to  God — -we  agree  in  our  YieWR  of  bie  original  yaiyoiw 
and  plans  in  the  creation  of  tfae  human  raee-^weag^eematitwae 
his  primary  Desire,  Will,  Intention  and  Pnrpoae,  to  bring  all  mart- 
kind  to  a  Anal  state  ol  holiness  and  happiness.  Why  do  we  not 
agree  in  our  conelosions  fes|>ecting  the  nltimate  eoMditionol  man- 
kind ?  Ef^idently  it  most  be  because  one  of  ue  err  in  ovrnatliod 
of  reasoning.  He  reasons  that  God^  Desire  and  Intention  to  save 
all,  will  be  /ru»traled  by  the  very  conditions  and  terms 'of  aahva- 
tion,  whteh  he  affixed  for  tbimTfidfilmetit.  I  fcaaoa  that  «il  terms 
are  bat  means  adopted  for  the  fulfiiment  of  his  original  pnrfioemi 
respectmg  man,  and  hente,  so  far  from  f nntiatin^  tfiose  parposea^ 
they  will  be  nltimatelv  the  instniments  bv  wftnoh  they  will  b^ 
oome  perfectly  fnlfiilea !  To  say  that  Gotrs  pkms  mail  be  o^^er- 
thrown  beeanee  men  will  not  comply  with  the  conditkNis  ol  aaA- 
va^on — ia  b«t  saying  that  fhe  measures  adopted  by  CM,  lo«ao- 
complish  bis  purposes^  have  in  fact,  drfoslMi  them.  It  is  but  waf- 
ing  that  Jehovah  is  eatifely  dependent  on  the  pnriu  and  wkim§  of 
his  ereatnres,  for  tbe«oiipletion^f  his  great  ^uoid^«iofioiia]daasl 
It  is  oq Bivalent  moreover,  to  saying  that  Jeans  will  not  laithfoUf 
accompliah  hie  mission,  ^nrbieh  is  to  bring  mil  mankind— <>aot  by 
any  eofmen,  er/or«r-<--but  by  the  ]Kiwer.  the  persnasbnsi  ami -i»> 
fliienees  of  his  tratfa  and  iove — into  a  wiUiagnesa  to  comply  with 
a!l  the  stipulated  terms  jd  salvation !  I  aamit  it  to  the  eonaide- 
rsltion  of  an  eaiightened  public  to  determine  wbiek  of  theae  two 
methods  of  reasoning  is  ^e  most  logical  and  seriptaral-^4hat 
which  iftsists  tliat  the  objects  for  which  Deity  created  mankind, 
will  be  frastrated  in  the  one  of  millions  of  souls,  or  that  which 
eottteada  that  in  regard  to  every  created  being  his  phms  will  dm 
BUceessMly,  triomphadtly  and  glohoosly  aocompliaSred.  £very 
CmivmiUin  the  land  will  acknowledge  that  £lder  Holmes  has 
lost  the  question.  He  has  entirely  failed  to  aatisfy  this  ^leat 
body  of  his «« evungelieaV'  brethren.  They  will  insist  that  in  al- 
lowing myinrfmaai,  that  Christ  died  for  all,  and  4hatit  iathe 
Will  and  JParppse  id  Ood  to  save  all,  he  mnst,  to  be  conststoot 
and  logical,  admit  that  all  will  eventually  be  saved.  For withm 
ptrfiU  God,  and  a  perfeci  Savior,  to  design,  to  will,  to  attempt  any 
\vork,'is>moet  assaredly  to  aeeomplish  it. 

One^tftftM^nHntTesutt  of  this  diecUssion,  has  been  toxompel  El- 
der Holmes  to 'tflA^fidOA, ^partially  at  least,  the  ttsnal  orthaiok 
ground,  on  a  number  of  mdmentous  points, Und  take^eterd'etepa 
■ .  r  •  '■'■ 

to  th«  nahtjf  of  aof  rdigion.  Tbere  ue  thouModlc  of  rack  foiglm  to  ]^*<lltn4  ia 
oar  coaatAf*  W«re  I  to  collect  und  record  tlM  £»olicb«a4  fiM^t  eiy^iB  ^-'0p 
MethodUta,  Md  oihtf  M\t»\^\^  ot^odox  Mcti,  in  refard  to^tnOVanSsli,  \Sf 
vrpttld  fill,  ixot  %  bmx^xaX  iko\«v^uv  %&  «a>u%  -vt^MBB*. 


tpfratds^lllf  UftMraalMt  eoiiitiii€ti0iv  ol  0csipt«i».  H»  his  been^ 
compelled  by  the  fofce  of  scripture  argumentt  to  acknowjedge  that 
the  ^*  JudgmeDt^'  which  Christ  wae  appointed  to  execute,  ie  the  Me- 
diatorial reign  he  has  been  empowered  to  extend  oTer  rnaoy  and 
that  it  tajces  place  in  part,  in  <&»  lifz.  Heretofore  it  has  been  a  car* 
dinal  point  in  all  Kvangelisnii  that  that  Judgment  consisted  soleijr 
in  a  judical  trial  and  sentence,  and  was  confined  exclusively  to 
another  world.  It  has  also  been  a  standard  opinion  in  his  school 
oi  tbeolo^,  that  *^  eternal  life,"  was  a  condition  of  eternal  or 
endless  and  perfect  felicity,  in  difuiure  state  of  being— -that  it  w^ 
%  reward  giy«^  to  mtxi  hireaftir  for  tbeir  good  deeds  hn-t^  From 
this  point  he  has  been  driven  ]  and  be  now  acknowledges,  that 
**  eternal  life^ '  consists  in  a  knowledge  of  God  and  Christ — hav- 
ing asimi  iar  meaning  to  spiritual  life—rBad  that  it  can  be  obtained 
and  enjoyed  in  the  present  vforid  /  Moreover,  it  has  been  a  car- 
dinal article  of  belief  for  generations,  among  partialis  sects,  that 
there  is  no  punishment  in  this  life — that  the  present  world,  is 
purely  a  state  of  probation — and  that  the  punishment  sinners 
would  experience,  would  be  infticted  wholly  in  the  world  to  come. 
From  this  g^round  the  Elder  has  felt  himself  obliged  to  retreat. 
He  now  acknowledges  that  the  wicked  are  punished  in  the  pre*^ 
ent  state  pf  existence — thus  virtually  overthrowing  the  doctrine  so 
long  held  to,  that  men  in  this  life,  are  preparing  themselves  to, 
enter  upon  punishment  or  happiness  hereafter.  With  sod^  littla 
display  of  cunning,  he  has  endeavored  to  slide  into  these  admis- 
sions without  attracting  the  attention  of  our  hearers.  **  Of  course," 
he  says,  "men  are  punished  in  this  world— the  judgment  day  be^ 
gins  on  earth— eternal  life  is  experienced  here — who  ever  thought 
of  denying  things  so  plain !" — when,  in  fact,  he  and  his  partisuist, 
brother  clergymen,  have  been  contending  against  these  things^ 
^11  their  lives.  He  ha^  not  yieldtrd  one  of  them,  until  the  ground 
was  completely  taken  from  beneath  his  feet !  Then  he  n^kes  a 
virtue  of  necessity,  and  vociferously  insists  he  has  always  enter- 
tained such  views ! !  These  are  important  modifications.  They 
indicate  a  giving  way  of  old  notions  before  the  light  of  truth,  and 
warrant  us  in  the  belief  that  they  but  indicate  the  abandonment* 
ere  long,  of  errors  still  more  fundamental  and  important,  among  the 
orthodox  sects.  To  have  brought  my  friend  6o  far  towards  the 
truth,  is  an  ample  reward  for  the  labor  of  this  discussion,  and  proves 
conclusively  that  it  has  not  been  in  vain !  It  now  becomes  the  par- 
tialist  sects,  especially  the  Methodists,  to  acknowledge  and  endorse 
the  Rider's  views  on  the  points  I  have  named.  And  when  this  has 
generally  been  done,  we  hope  to  be  prepared  to  meet  them  again, 
i^d  bring  them  another  step  in  advance  towards  the  whoie  truth, 
as  it  is  in  Jesus ! 

There  are  many  other  things  of  a  most  glaringly  inconaist^iit 
nature,  in  the  Iftst  tWQ  speeCnes  Qi  my  opponent  which  I. 
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anxious  to  notice;  butlime  will  not ^ll<yw.    1  intirt  trtwt  tb 
good  sense  of  the  piiblfc,  to  detect  and  correct  these  fallacies  * 

This  protracted  discussion  is  now  about  to  close.  Its  influence 
on  your  minds,  and  the  minds  of  those  who  will  iiereafterjperuM 
it,  cannot  be  determined  by  man.  My  sincere  pray«r  to  God  '», 
that  it  may  be  instrumental  in  turning  many  souls  from  daitncfs 
to  light — froUi  sin  to  genuine  riphteonsness — from  a  feeble,  halt- 
ing, doubting,  trembling  belief  in  God  and  Christ,  to  a  true,  en- 
lightened and  confiding  faith  in  the  Father  of  all  spirits,  and  the 
Savior  of  the  world  ? 

The  task  which  Elder  Holmes  attempted  to  accompliah  in  this 
branch  of  our  discussion,  was  one  of  a  sad,  gloomy,  and  di9- 
heartenmg  character.  To  labor  to  prove  the  trtith  of  that  which 
we  hate — and  strive  to  overt hrow  what  we  feel  to  be  the  moet 
mnd,  desirable,  and  lovely  of  all  things  imaginable — is  surely  a 
nard  tot.  And  this  was  the  fate  of  my  brother  on  this  question. 
He  hates  the  idea  of  endless  agony— he  loves  the  thoufl^ht  of  the 
final  repentance,  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind.  Yet  he 
was  condemned  to  the  pitiable  task  of  advocating  the  former,  and 
opposing  the  latter.  Is  not  his  condition  calculated  to  excite  the 
eommiseration  of  alf  tender  and  Christian  hearts  1 

Standing  aloof  from  prejudice,  and  viewing  this  question  in  its 
entire  nakeinesf^  it  presents  the  stragest  anomalies  the  human 
mind  was  ever  seriously  called  to  contemplate.  Stripped  of  all 
verbiage,  what  is  the  proposition  my  friend  has  advocated.  It  is 
simply  this — That  a  Father  infinitely  kind  and  affectionate,  wiE 
voluntarily  torment  his  children  forever,  when  he  could  have 
made  them  all  happy — ^that  a  pure  and  holy  God  will  place  his 
creatures  where  they  shall  be  denied  the  privilege  oi  refonnationt 
and  be  compelled  to  sin  and  blaspheme  throughout  eternity,  when 
none  will  doubt,  he  could  have  brought  all  to  repentance  and 
righteousness,  were  his  Holy  Spirit  to  exert  but  a  small  portion  ot 
its  irresistible  influence — that  the  plans  of  infinite  Wisdoni  will 
be  frustrated — that  Omnipotence  is  too  weak  to  do  that  which 
God,  Christ,  angels,  and  all  good  spirits,  most  earnestly  desire — 
that  the  promptings  of  boundless  Goodness,  will  result  in  eteraa^^ 
evil— that  a  Being  of  infinite  Love,  coolly  puts  into  opeiatioa  a' 
wjrk  which  he  distinctly  foresaw  woulJ  terminate  in  producing^ 
endless  hatred,  sini  agony,  and  in  making  his  own  name  to  be 


ing  any  clear  conceptions  of  right  and  wrong — of  c^u^e  and!  e^ 
feet — of  reason  and  logic — that  would  attempt  to  8a|^rt  ixT 


T 


*  It  will  b«  sMa  that  taj  ipeechu  gtnertUf  occuprj^  mpr^  apyt  thM  llfcoji  jC 
Elder  Holmes.    In  explanation  I  wish  to  state,  that  in  the  onT  dWwiMi  I  iafa- 
riably  tpoka  tm-tMrdf^u^  fY«q^«A>Xi  «M-^l^f^  («M«r  thaa  Bf  ( 


And  if  compelled  by  the  foree  of  circamstaticefi,  ti>  become  the 
pnhlic  advocate  of  such  monstroeitieft,  what  reasonable  hope 
could  he  cherish  of  success  1  By  What  arts^  by  what  bewilder- 
ing sleight*of-hand,  by  what  cunning  legerdemain,  could  he  think 
he  would  be  able  to  lead  the  people  through  the  crooked  paths  of 
sophistry,  so  far  away  from  their  plain  common  sense,  as  to  es- 
tablish in  their  minds,  sentiments  ea  subversiye  of  all  reason  and 
consistency ! 

Strange  as  it  may  appear  that  such  an  attempt  should  be  made 
in  this  intelligent  age,  and  in  the  midst  of  the  light  which  is  now 
flashing  on  the  public  mind,  this  is  the  work  in  which  my  oppo- 
nent has  been  engaged  for  so  many  days !  And  with  what  suc- 
cess ?  To  support  and  establish  a  question  so  irrational  and  im- 
probable, it  must  be  acknowledged,  rei^uires  a  vast  amount  of 
clear,  pointed,  positive  and  irresistible  testimony — testimony  which 
no  mind  can  avert — against  which  no  reason  can  raise  its  voice — 
before  which  the  judgment  must  bow  down  and  yield  its  whole 
assent !  I  ask  this  audience — I  ask  the  public  at  large — has  El- 
der Holmes  introduced  testimony  of  this  descriiition,  or  any  thing 
that  approaches  the  required  weight  and  positiveness  1  Putting 
aside  all  he  has  uttered  in  misrepresenting  and  ridiculin|^  the  sen- 
timents of  Universalists,  and  ail  he  has  spoken  on  irrelevant 
points,  what  has  he  said  which  yields  legitimate  and  direct  sup- 
port to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  ?  Let  us  glance  at  his 
course : — 

He  has  brought  forward  some  sixteeen  arguments  ta  *I  have 
numbered  them.  Allow  me  to  recapitulate  them,  and  at  the  same 
time  give  a  brief  synopsis,  of  my  answers.  1.  His  first  argument 
was  the  moral  agency  of  man.  My  answer  was,  that  although 
the  creature  is  a  moral  agent,  yet  God  would  never  voluntarily 
endow  him  with  an  agency  which  wmild  frustrate  his  own  pur- 
poses towards  man,  or  peril  bis  final  destiny. — [For  a  more  ex- 
tended reply,  see  p.  439]  2.  TVie  moral  atirthutesof  God.  Ans: 
The  Deity  has  no  attribute  which  could  approbate  the  infliction  of 
emi/esj  pain.  The  Apostle  sums  up  the  whole  of  God*s  moral 
nature  in  the  single  declaration— "God  is  Love.'*  Infinite  Love 
conld  never  originate  or  approbate  a  plan  of  creation  which  would 
result  in  endless  wretchedness.  [See  p.  453.]  3.  The  analogij  of 
nature.  Ans :  God  does  not  permit  the  wickedness  of  the  evil 
and  unthankful  to  destroy  his  love  in  this  life,  but  overcomes  evil 
with  good,  and  ever  allows  the  sinful  to  turn  to  him  in  re- 
pentance, and  abandon  the  ways  of  darkness  and  alienation. — 
The  analogy  of  Nature  proves  that  he  will  act  on  the  same  prin-' 
ciples  in  the  world  to  come. — [See  p.  468.]  4'.  The  mission  of 
Cnrvit.  Ans :  Christ's  Mission  was  to  save  the  world.  This  my 
friend  will  not  deny.  If  Jesus  was  worthy  of  such  a  work — if 
the  Agent  whom  God  selected  was  at  all  fitted  or  competent  to  an 
undertaking  of  this  description— it  will  be  ultimately  fulfilled. — 
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[p.  4S&.1    5.  Htman  JUpravity.    Am  :  That  a  mn  »•  depiani 

to.  day,  is  no  •vidence  lie  will  m  to-OMiTpwc  for  nothiTif  k  nan 

commoB  than  for  the  motiX  wid^ed  to  r^p^nt  mind  refona.    It  ma 

maii^A  depravity  that  matie  hina  ne^  a  Savior.     Saiely  that  vhich 

called  for  a  Savior,  caqfiot  prevent  a  Savior   from  (oliiUiiHC  the 

work  he  came  to  do.--{p.  496]    6.  Th'€  nali«rc  of  iU  JDimm. 

I^avf.    Ans :  The  divine  law  with  its  rewards  and  ita  pliDishnellt^ 

/'  was  established  solely  for  the  good  of  those  over  whon  it  is  ei« 

I  ercised.    Haw  can  it  then  possibly  inflict  everiM^ng  evil  apsn 

)  them?— [p.   505.]     7.  The  Mon4menL     Ans:   Tha  Atonenent 

t  was  aot  made  to  reconcile  Gpd  to  m^n*  hut  maa  to  God.    It  waa 

made  for  all  men.    And  unle<«s  God  aiul  Christ   hav^eimged  ia 

each  a  work  in  vain,  it  will  finally  re^ilt  in   bringing  toe  ealira. 

human  race  into  reconciliation  with  their  heavily  Father,  and  ia> 

the  joys  of  immortal  life. — [p.  586.]    8.  TA«  moral  turfHudt  tf 

$in,    Ans:  Man's  sinfulness  cannot  he  measurt^d  by  the  perfecr 

tions  of  Jehovah.    This  would  be  testing  the^nt/e  hy  the  igrfkniU, 

The  efl*ect  cannot  exceed  the  cause.    Man  is  nnite.  and  his  deeda 

of  every  description,  must  be  finite  also,  in  all  their  infiacDoeaand 


/ 


/'  results.  As  sin  is  finite,  its  punishinent  must  necessarily,  he  finite. 
^  or  limitid.—lp.  566.]  9.  £ndUu  punishment  is  not  oppoeed  to 
\    the  morai  attributes  of  God,    Ans :  This  is  but  the  ucoud  aigu- 


ment  re-vamped  in  a  negative  form.    There  is  not  a  moral  atlri* 
bttte  of  Jehovah,  which  does  not  arise  up  in  everlasting  opposi- 
tion to  such  a  punishment.     Even  his  Justice  pronounces  an  infi- 
nite  condemnation   upon  it. — [p.  568.]     10.  numan  Probation. 
Ans :  Man  is  alurays  on  probation  in  res[ard  to  much  that  gives 
him  happiness.     But  his  tinal  destiny— his  endless  state — has  nev* 
er  been  made  to  depend  upon  his  deeds  at  any  particular  period 
of  his  existence. — [p.  570.]     1 1 .  The  tmtnmon  opinion  of  mankind, 
Ans^ :  This  aiR)nls  not  the  sJigbest  criterion  of  judging  of  the 
truth  of  doctrines.    If  we  are  bound  by  its  decisions,  evi^y  Prot- 
estant sect  would  be  compelled  to  go  back  to  Popery,  and  all 
Christendom  turn  to  heathenism. — [p.  600.]     12.  Con4ltionalily 
of  salvation.    Ans:  As  God  has  connected  conditions  with  ^vm* 
tion,  he  will  interpose  no  obstacle  to  prevent  his  creatorea  com- 
plving  ^ith  them,  either  in  this  world  or  the  next.    With  that 
privilege  ever  before  them,  all  men  will,  in  process  of  timet  com- 
ply with  every  stipulated  condition  and  be  happy. — [p.  623.]. — 
13.  Contrast  between  the  righteous  and  the  tpieted.    Ans:  Tlie 
scriptures  and  experience,  unite  to  teach  there  must  hecf^iariljr 
be  a  contrast  between  the  condition  of  the  righteous  ai^d  1^ 
wicked,  so  long  as  men  continue  to  be  wicked,   ^ut  tlus  fumi^«, 
es  no  possible  evidehce  that  any  will  be  wicked  <^nd  aaisenU^le 
forever.— [p.   626  ]      14.  A  future   geaend  judgment      Ana: 
Not  a  pastfage  introduced  by  Elder  Holmes,  proves  tbi^t  th^.Xudg 
ment  to  be  executed  by  Christ,  is  to  take  place  at itMLrtic||lar  iS\ 
ill  the  future  world.    I  i^owed  l?jf  the  moet  Igos^v^  IMP^li^^J 
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tlMt  Chriflt  enM  into  fAtf  world  to  Judgment,  and  that  his  jadg- 
ment  or  reign,  commenced  at  the  setting  np  of  his  Mediatorial 
Kingdom,  and  will  continue,  in  this  world  and  the  next,  until  all 
men  ase  brought  to  the  knowledge  and  enjoyment  of  the  truth. — 
[p.  629.]  15.  The  final  eondition  of  the  sinner,  Ans.  The 
scriptures  nerer  descnbe  fmnishment  as  the  FINAL  condition  of  a 
human  being.  But  the  condition  in  which  St.  Paul  leaves  all 
men,  and  the  last  account  the  Bible  furnishes  of  their  state,  is  de- 
■eribed  as  one  in  which  they  are  made  fit  for  the  residence  of 
the  Creator^**  God  becomes  ol^  in  a//.'**— [p.  697]  16.  Mean- 
tfig  of  the  terms  everlasting ^  forever,  etc,  Ans :  Aionion  and 
oionfof,  from  which  these  words  are  translated,  primarily  signify 
indefinite  and  not  endless  duration.  When  applied  to  any  thing 
which  of  itself  is  endless,  as  God  and  his  attributes,  their  mean- 
ing is  strictly,  time  without  end.  But  when  they  are  con- 
nected with  punishment,  pain,  fire,  or  anything  temporary  in  its 
nature,  they  signify  limited  time  — [p.  742.] 

I  wQl  not  ask  an  intelligent  public  whether  these  arguments 
furnish  the  description  or  the  amount  of  evidence,  which  we  have 
seen  is  necessary  to  establish  in  any  well  balanced  mind,  a  doctrine 
so  improbable  and  unreasonable  as  that  of  endless  punishment. — 
But  I  will  inquire  whether  there  is  in  this  long  catalogue,  a  sin- 
gle argument,  which,  when  properly  weighed,  and  seen  in  all  its 
bearings,  its  premises  and  its  conclusions,  affords  the  first  reason 
for  the  adoption  of  such  a  sentiment  ?  In  the  examination  I  have 
made  of  these  arguments,  I  have  endeavored  to  give  them  all  the 
weight  they  could  demand,  and  trust  I  have  exhibited  in  a  satis- 
factory manner,  their  vital  defects. 

I  have  not  only  shown  that  the  evidences  by  which  my  friend 
would  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  are  unsound  and 
unsatisfactory,  but  I  have  in  addition,  introduced  nineteen  Nega- 
tive Arguments,  all  going  to  prove  the  fallacy  of  the  doctrine  of 
eternal  wretchedness.*  I  have  proved — 1 .  That  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Punishment  is  not  found  in  the  Old  Testament — nor,  in 
fact,  is  it  in  the  New. — [See  p.  463.]  2.  That  it  is  opposed  to 
Reason. — [p. 465.]  3.  That  it  is  of  Heathen  orinn.---[p.  493.] 
4.  That  it  violates  that  Natural  sense  of  Justice  vrhich  God  has 
implanted  within  us. --[p.  514.]  5.  That  it  violates  the  funda- 
mental law  in  Grod's  government,  which  declares  that  men  shall 
be  punished  according  to  their  deeds. — [p.  515.]  6.  That  it  de- 
stroys the  certainty  of  the  administration  of  Rewards  and  Punish- 
ments— Ip.  516]  7.  That  it  presents  the  character  of  God  in 
an  abhorrent  light. — [p.  517.]  8.  That  its  tendency  is  to  harden 
the  hearts  of  its  practical  believers. — [p.  545.]  9.  That  it  de- 
stroys the  Parental  nature  of  God.— [p.  547.]     10.  That  it  repre- 


*lMtM4  of  reitantiiif  Uie  dttails  of  thwe  argoraenU,  I  giT«  the  page  when  the 
eva  AaA  thea  in  full.  ^ 
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CM  b*  hM  «ii(»»ed  OB  BUB. — Ip.  57J.1  «  ™^-' 
Bi  with  BMdlaMly  perMtuvtuiX  ua  awl  aii 
That  it  nrnkw  turn  dapmanl  on  nwa  fm  tka 
hi*  »urp«^.— [p.  M3.]  13.  "HiW  it  '  * 
gruM  CbTuU.~[p.  6«5.]  U.  Tbatiti> 
docttiaM  of  tba  Pmtrbrehi,  Prorhet^  Aportlest 
MBt  mu.  wboM  biatory  ia  toilBiaad  is  llw  BtbiB.-r-4p.  60S.] 
nal  it  cwuigBS  «na-lMM«  of  nankiBd  to  udltM^w  bm' 
•r4p.434.]  16.  Tlurtitaud«n«lawltil<Mlwa<  th*  bMt 
■WB— rtBlWiin,  pbiloMplww.  jweia,  BhilMrthffnB>M% 
dM  wiw,  Ac  good— wkow  only  oUtgcd  ImIi  iauay  i 
wrtain  Bfticlw  of  bitk  aow  deDonuMtad  ortWn,  to. 
BiM  BBd  tke  caapBnMMkip  of  inftnBl  •yiritii^ — [f.  636.) 
That  tl-MdnoM  feligtimlo«nwtter-of  ari&u  aad  acwdii  cskak>' 
lion.— [■.  637.1  18.  That  it  4ciIK)]f«  thepaBMof  tkoMlwlinw( 
'  who  aeek  to  rtalite  its  tflnibk  utuM.  u)4  Icaia  to  inMaiqr  ami 
■Bieida.— {p.  713.]  IB.  Tbat  ita  fflaity  ia  pmved  bf  b  iBiga  mm 
of  corroUifBliTa  facta. — [p.  TGS.] 

I  tbiuk  it  will  ba  cvidcBi  lo  the  Dtinds  of  tkoaa  Htfataaaad  krvNi- 
jndica,  tbat  aaeli  one  of  tbeaa  Nenltra  AjommUb.  ia  aafciapt 
to  diapnv*  tba  aternity  of  pvaisbMent.  Bat  whan  ilia  wkala 
ataaa  ia  veiRhad  IB  Ibe  acalaa  oif  eBlighteDadBiiAaBliu».ind9paBt, 
it  iBuat  piaaeDt  an  iBBttraMMulBbla  obaiBela  10  tba  belwf  of  ibat 
aanlimaat.  ia  c*ei^  iadirUnal  whoia  not  Uindad  bj  bigot^  at 
•ulBTed  b]r  oaleehisaa  and  oaaada. 

Tka  aiaat  importut  of  the  acriptBic  paawgrf  wUck  bava  baaB 
intfoduoad  in  anppon  of  tba  affinBBtire  of  tba  qoealioa,  karc  »• 
eaivad  my  cukU  BadeBTBastcoBaidcnuioB.  1  bvatlbBvaabown 
th«t  wkaU  inlerprcled  on  oanact  philological  principlea,  aad  nata- 
Blood  Bscordiag  lo  iheir  inia  eoBunon  aenac  BBport,  aad  iWr 
Mriplora  vugi,  tbay  eoatBia  no  e*iiknce  that  tka  wntan  at  tka 
KUBa*«T  intaadad  to  inculcMa  aaeb  a  aeDtimeal  aa  alarBBl  a«ftf 
iag.  Tkis  coaTictioD  ia  gnally  atiengtbaned  by  tba  fact  that  tlM 
iaierpnlBtiaa  for  which  my  oppooent  baa  coataodad.  arrBja  Ikcaa 
paaaofea  ia  a  diract  aad  bkatc  oppoatlioa  lo  God'a  abaiwiar,  da- 
aire,  intaotion  and  will — to  tha  nuaaionof  Ckpat,  aad  Iba  wbala 
•itirit  «f  bia  goapel — and  to  a  lain  daaa  of  tht  araat  liteial.  a»- 
phatio  Bad  poaitira  daclaiMiona  ot  tba  BiWa.  It  ia  well  kDvn 
that  the  Bdroetiea  of  andlaia  pnaiahiBaat.  rest  thair  aciiptw*  mt- 
gUBiaat  alauat wholly  ob  thoaa  paaaagaa  wfaeic  fomrer,  aiiiwl. 
BDd  efariaatiof  {inMlBlod  fraat  aionioti,  eta.]  occur.  Take  thaaa 
W0ida  ftoa  the  BtUo.  in  the  caaea  wbete  tbqr  are  apflied  la  pas' 
iahowal.  Bad  the  wkola  acriptaoJ  poond  wanU  ba  iaalaBtly 
abaadOQad.  Thaia  wopiU  ba  bo  pB^wgaa  lafl,  a  ^iah  thaf 
would,  baza  tb^  f|^^i*«*  ^fiiiitjljipr*  iBiny  azawBatiaa  of-  4aaa 
wgcdK.  I  hu«  abtur*  thai  io,  J>tt aaaa^ ama^aw— ing  '  ^'^ 
«B4t<(tiuaiW&iBwat^^UA,Aiw\i%«^Al '— 


of  pQritilimiSftt*  nrde^,  the'  idea  of  bafldhij^  up  s  doetrine  so  ap- 
ftaillin^  a  lid  Khonstroas  in  its  natirre  and  eonsetiuences— eo  in  oppo- 
Hifion  to  God's  goodness  apd  holiness,  and  the  prtrest  and  best  de« 
sires  of  meri  or  aiigels — on  a  strained  and  controYerted  constmc- 
fion  of  on^orttffo  exeeedingly  indefinite  words,  occurring  in  a  few 
iBolaled  pass&ges^-4he  idea  that  Jehovah  would  haTe-  rerealed 
ftie4  a  doctrine  in  a  manner  so  blind,  indefinite  and  uncertain — ^is 
a  supposition  most  unreasonable.  To  one  who  nerer  before  heard 
df  that  doctrine,  M  attempt  to  charre  it  to  God,  on  evidence  so 
iMtd  to  be  ^t  at,  so  far-fetched,  and  when  obtained,  so  slender 
and  uneertttin,  would  be  viewed  as  presumptive  as  it  was  abor* 
fitef  Ifod  tiie  Creator  designed  to  rereal  a  sentiment  so  terrible, 
he  would  hare  caused  it  to  be  enstamped  on  every  page  m  tha 
Bible,  in  words  too  plain  or  positive  to  admit  of  doubt  or  dis- 
pute. If  the  Heavenly  Patent  had  exposed  his  children  to  a 
ooom  of  endless  agony,  he  would  not  have  left  a  knowledge  of  it 
to  be  obtaSined  only  by  far-fetched  inference,  drawn  from  wordv 
6fi^fyiB^  Und  uncertain  meaning;  but  would  have  written  its 
awAil  trath,  and  recorded  his  solemn  warning,  in  letters  of  living 
Hre  all  over  the  hearens ! ! 

I  teH  my  friend  plainly,  and  all  who  sympatize  with  him,  that 
the  doctrine  of  eternal  tortures,  which  he  has  so  strenuously  ad- 
f^iMtted,  is  a  blasphemous  imputation  on  the  wisdom  and  good- 
BMS  of  God— %  libel  on  the  Savior  of  the  world,  and  a  disgrace 
to  Christianity.  It  violates  reason,  contradicts,  the  scriptures,  and 
is  utterl^r  tapugnant  to  all  the  purest  and  holiest  leelingB  of 
the  ehrislian  heart.  No  true  Christian  can  love  it.  To  all  souls 
inflneueed  in  the  dlightest  manner  by  the  sjpirit  of  Christ,  it  is  bor- 
lid  and  loathsome  to  the  last  degtee.  It  has  no  connection  with 
Christianity^  but  is  the  legitimate  ofipring  of  heathenism. — 
Through  the  fears  which  its  terrific  nature  is  calculated  to  excite 
in  uilenlTghtened  minda,  it  has  become  imbedded  deeper  and  stron* 
^  in  the  public  belief,  than  kindred  errors  which  were  generated 
m  the  same  source,  but  have  long  since  passed  away.  Nursed  by 
Mperstition^-strengthened  and  upheld  by  ignorance — it  has  been 
enabled  to  perpetuate  its  dark  features  down  to  our  own  day  !-r> 
But  it  must  pass  ^^y  1  Its  faithful  sentinels  «iiperftti»ot»  and 
fgnorantet  #hich  have  so  watchfully  guarded  it  in  ages  past,  are 
memselves  disappearing  under  the  onward  progress  of  truth. — 
Aside  from  these,  it  has  none  of  the  elements  of  perpetuity.  With- 
out their  friendly  aid  it  caniiot  stand  an  hour.  The  shades  of 
night  no  more  surely  recede  before  the  increasing  dawn  of  momingi 
than  must  this  prbdnct  of  a  ^rk  age»  sink  into  its  merited  and  na- 
tive oblivion,  as  the  bright  rays  of  the  *^  son  of  righteousness"  il- 
luminate the  minds  and  purify  the  he^Urfs  of  the  children  of  men. — 
Already  do  We  behold  tne.  unerring  indications  of  a  speedy  dis- 


iolation.    Most  of  those  d«^|;7ii»n  who  a^i  ito  rffofiiirdl^ 

lievers,  fear  to  advocate  it  in  public,  or  acarcelT  to  meilioD  ith 
their  ministrations.  And  those  who  reluctantly  step  forth  »itt 
defenders,  are  ashamed  of  its  odious  features  as  iorsieHjr  heU, 
and  continually  seeking  to  conceal  them  from  the  people,  ij  psist 
and  tinsel,  by  equivocation  and  sopistry  !  I  make  no  pretemioni 
to  the  vision  of  a  seer,  but  I  desire  to  leave  on  record  tbis  piete- 
tion — That  before  two  generations  shall  have  succeed  the  pitMat, 
it  will  become  a  matter  of  as  great  surprise  throughout  all  tedi 
in  Christendom,  that  people  could  ever  have  believed  io  E»i\m 
Punishment,  as  it  now  is  that  a  belief  in  witches,  fairies^  ^and  ho^ 

f;oblins  was  so  prevalent  a  century  a^.  Yes  I  it  mufi  go  dovB  I 
t  is  doomed !  ^^  Ichabod  r  is  inscribed  upon  it.  And  kt  U  p 
doiPnU  Who  will  bewail  its  departure — who  Ip-ment  its  loss.'— 
)In  its  place  shall  arise  the  fair  fabric  of  Truth— beautiful  in  sU 
its  proportions — and  blazing  with  the  glory  of  God  and  tke 
Lamb !  Let  it  go  down!  It  shall  be  replaced  by  purer  and  bet- 
ter principles  of  action.    Under  the  teachings  ojf  the  Ge^pel,  bsd 

'  will  be  brought  to  that  hi^h  standard  of  perfectioor  where  they 
will  love  God  and   keep  his  commandments,  not  through  feer  of 

,  luU ;  but  through  the  promptings  c  f  gratitude,  filial  respect,  holy 
reverence,  and  a  love  of  virtue  for  virtue's  sake  i 

So  far  from  any  revelation  of  endless  punishment  having  been 
made  by  God,  his  Inspired  Word  contradicts  it,  as  we  have  seen, 
in  the  most  positive  manner,  and  establishes  beyond  doubt  the  iaal 
salvation  of  all  men.  I  have  shown  in  this  discussion,  by  posi- 
tive scripture  declarations — 1.  That  God  h^  PromufdtosavesU 
men.— (Gen.  xxvi.  ^4. — Ps.  Uxzvi.  9.)  2.  He  l^is  PurpoudU^ 
save  all  men. — (£ph.  i.  9, 10. )  Z.  He  has  Willed  to  save  all  men. 
— (Eph.  i.  9,  lO.)  4.  He  has  pledged  his  Oath  to  save  all.iaea. — 
(Isa.  xlv.  2S,  24.)  5.  He  has  proclaimed  a  time  of  thft  RutttU' 
tion  of  allithingSy  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  holy  prophets  since  the 
world  began. — (Actsiii.  20,  21.)  6.  He  has  sent  his  Son  to  save 
all  men. — (1  John  iv.  14.)  7.  Jesus  tasted  death  for  all. — (2  Cor. 
V.  15.)  8.  He  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all. — (1  Tim.  ii.  6.) 
9.  He  became  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. — 
(1  John  ii.  2.)  10.  Every  knee  shall  bow  an^very  tongue  con- 
fess that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  ora^od  the  Father^ — 
(Phil.  ii.  9,  10.)  11.  All  shall  be  made  alive  in  Chn8t.r~<i  Cor. 
XV.  22.)  12.  All  who  are  in  Christ  shall  become  xiew  cieatures. 
— (2  Cor.  V.  17.)     13.  God  has  declared  he  will  not  retain  hisan- 

fer  forever,  because  he  delighteth  in  mercy. — (Micah  vii.  18.) 
4.  He  has  declared  he  wilt  not  contend  forever. — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.) 

15.  That  he  will  not  cast  off  forever,  but  ^ill  have  comvaauan^ 
according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies.^Lan.  iii,  &1,  $2.) 

16.  Sin  and  all  the  works  of  thp  devil,  are  ^>  he  de^oye;^-^ 
(1  John  iii.  8.)  17.  The  devil  himselfvis  to  be  aanihiJpted^TTi&b. 
11.14.)  1&.  Teaisax«\oVk^^'v^^lt5»sLQff«jyLC%ces>«-<Iea»^^f^) 
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19.  The  gfKf9  tMf]  18  to  fall  into  obHTion. — <Ro8ea  xiii.  14.) 
20;  Deat)^  the  hit  tnemy/ia  to  be  destroyed — (1  Cor.  xt.  26) — 
and  swallowed  up  in  Tietory.— (Isa.  xxt.  8.)  21.  God  will  hav€ 
all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  troth. — 
(1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  22.  He  hath  concluded  ail  in  unbelief,  that  ha 
might  have  Mbcit  tifon  ALL ! — (Rom.  xi.  32.)  23.  He  shall 
finally  become  ALL  in  the  hearts  of  ALL  his  creatures. — (1  Cor. 
XT.  28  )  24.  Every  creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on  the  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all  that  are  in 
them,  will  at  length  be  heard  saying^.  Blessing,  and  honor,  and 
glory,  and  power  be  unto  him  that  sitteth  upon  the  throne,  and 
nato  the  Lamb  forever  and  ever. — (Rev.  r.  13.) 

I  insist  here  is  a  mass  of  testimony  which  no  man  who  believes 
in  the  Bible,  is  at  liberty  to  resist,  or  can  resist  with  the  approba* 
tion  of  his  reason  and  conscience.    It  totally  annihilates  the  doe* 
trine  of  endless  punishment,  and  clearly  establishes  the  truth  of 
the  final  salvation  of  the  world.    These  passages  are  not  figura- 
tive, parabolical,  or  in  any  way  indefinite  in  their  meaning,  as 
those  are  which  my  friend  has  cited  in  proof  of  the  ceaseless  du-' 
ration  of  punishment;  but  they  are  literal,  plain,  positive  and  un- 
questioned in  their  meaning.    If  they  do  not  unequivocally  assert 
the  truth  of  Universal  Salvation,  then  humiin  language  cannot 
express  that  glorious  sentiment    We  have  seen-  this  doctrine  beare 
all  those  distinctive  features  which  ever  characterize  God^s  truth, 
and  commend  it  to  the  reception  of  those  of  sound  minds  and  hon- 
est hearts.    It  is  a  doctrine  which  is  Scriptural,  Reasonable  and 
Desirable.    That  it  is  Scriptural,  to  an  unprecedented  degree,  we 
have  just  shown.    And  what  can  be  more  Riosonable  than  the 
fact  that  a  Father,  who  is  infinitely  holy,  good  and  merciful — 
whose  spirit  is  Love — who  is  omnipotent  in  power,  and  abun- 
dantly able  to  do  whatever  he  pleases,  both  in  heaven  and  earth 
— should  at  last,  bring  all  his  offsoring  to  repentance,  holiness 
and  happiness  ?    This  is  so  reasonable,  Uiat  my  opponent  has  felt 
himself  compelled  to  urge  men  to  distrust  their  reason  on  this  sub- 
ject.   That  this  doctrine  accords  with  the  purest  desire^  will  not 
be  doubted.     My  friend  desires  its  truth — all  good  men  desire  it 
Surely  nothing^un   be  more  desirable  to  the  sincere  Christian, 
who  loves  his  (Wi  and  his  fellow  man — nothing  can  more  highly 
eratify  the  purest  and  holiest  emotions  of  his  soul,  than  this  most 
blessed  assurance  of  a  reign  of  Universal  Holiness,  Love,  and 
Peace! 

Coming  to  us  with  all  this  weight  of  evidence,  and  under  these 
impressive  sanctions,  it  becomes  not  only  our  Privilege,  but  our 
Duty,  to  receive  and  rejoice  in  the  doctrine  of  the  salvation  of  all 
mainkind.  Equally  is  it  our  duty  to  abandon  forever,  the  infinila 
libel  on  €rod's  character,  contained  in  the  fiction  of  endless  wretch- 
edness !  Let  none  believe  they  incur  any  danger,  or  can  expose 
themselTat  to  perd  oi  any  description,  by  embracing  a  sentiiMnt 


i 


•S3 

id  loflbrabitt  lb  Ck>d,  so  tromfrbfChmt^  a^lhaf  eflAr«c#!  In  tilt 
final  salTatioti^  df  a  lapted  woirld !  Let  none  entertsia  riews  <4 
Qod  so  low  and  wickM,  «s  to  kaagiae  he  wiU  ti^  erii  upon  any 
being  for  Mitving  the  piain  declarations  of  his  word,  and  aftriln 
vtSng  te  Imn  the  besit  and  boUest  vFork  that  an  Infinite  Derty  can 
aeeomplsh  1  No  trhcre  eah  intelEgent  creatvws  be  in  a  position 
m^mftr  as  to  riant  thSms^hres  en  the  TnOk  !  /  Unit  troth  we 
bsrre  foand.    Behold  and  accept  it^  O  man  ! 

PhilatUkr9fi$U^  would  yon  have  ao  assarance  of  the  final  rood 
of  all  our  race  ?  CKriMtidnSy  wonU  yon  enjoy  a  hope,  that  atlisC, 
all  enmity,  bitterness  and  strxle,  slusll  cease;  that  disobiAienee. 
evil  and  sin,  shall  be  destroyed,  aad  holiness  and  happiness  fiU 
the  ehtire  Uatverse  ?  Plureati,  children,  relatives,  frieivib,  do  yon 
3ream  for  a  confident  faith  that  you  shall  hereafter  meet  iJI  tiie 
the  objects  of  your  hearts'  dearest  affections  1  Here  alone,  in  the 
belief  of  Universal  SalvmtioBt  can  such  assurances,  such  hopes, 
sash  a  faith  be  found !  ^brace  it  as  the  beacon^ght  God  hath 
kindly  sent,  to  lead  you  to  peace  and  joy !  None  will  say  I  ex- 
liort  you  to  adopt  a  doctnn6  of  a  painful  or  repulsire  nature. 
The  very  thought  of  the  final  repentance  and  saivation  ol  all  in* 
teltigent  beings,  fiUr  tiie  soul  of  the  good  man,  the  humble  chri»- 
tian,  with  the  highest  rapture.  All  ehnstians,  ail  pious  follow- 
•fs  of  Christ,  all  holy  and  pure  men,  love  this  doctrine.  This 
entire  audience  love  it.  You,  OtnlUim$^  Moderaior*^  love  it 
My  brother  opposite,  although  contending  against  it,  with  all  his 
miffht,  and  strength,  and  sdul,  i^i  LDVES  it  with  all  his  Might, 
and  Shrtngtk^  aad  Soull  He  has  not  denied  thialove,  but  will 
Irsely  acknowledge  it.  And  he  wUl  yet  BELIEVE  the  doctrine 
he  now  so  ardentty  loves! !  Yes,  my  brother,  I  anticipate  with 
the  highest  satisfaction,  meeting  you  m  a  world  v^ere  thene  wiQ 
be  the  most  perfect  unanimityof  feeling  and  opinion  betweeti  us! 
No  longer  will  you  raise  your  hand,  or  lift  np  your  vcHce,  in  op^ 
nosition  to  God's  ^orious  purpose  of  reeoneiling  tlMi  worid  lo 
himself.  In  the  midst  of  the  countlesa  throngs  of  the  great  meo 
of  man,  all  made  holy  and  happy,  you  will  mv,  and/M,  and  t^ 
J9ic0i  in  the  truth  of  thftt  doctrine,  agaiiist  which  yon  now  exert 
those  talents  which  Qod  pve  you  -  for  a  better  uMose.  You  will 
aeknowledce  your  fault  in  combatting  a  trutiilD  evident  tnd  so 
glorious.  That  will  be  a  happy  day !  Hand  in  hand  we  will' 
walk  the  streets  of  the  New  Jerusalem,  recounting  the  scenes  of 
past  existence,  beholding  the  displays  of  infinite  wisdom,  good* 
mess  and  poWer,  which  will  blaae  around  wherever  we  direct  our 
Admiiing  eyes,  and  rejoibing  at  the  movements  of  that  wonditr- 
working  Providence,  which  from  imperfection,  darkness  and  sin* 
will  have  educed  ^mv^rsal  pelf eotion,  light*  and  holiness  I ! 

In  conclusion,  I  beg  the  Moder^^tors  to  receive  the  expression* 
of  my  sincafa  ibaxi^  iw  ^<t  ^indfiAd^  ^tient  aQ|l  im] 
nanltar  in  wltt^1i!lk»f  \vra  ip«B&Jk^i»»a!%*QB»r'\^^ 
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coflftioii.  I  prajr  God  to  reward  them  for  this  Ishor  ci  lore,  and 
to  bless  them  with  all  spiritual  and  temporal  good,  and  at  last  to 
grant  them  an  abundant  entrance  into  his  endless  kingdom  of  grace 
and  peace. 

In  taking  leave  of  my  brother  oppositefJ  tender  to  him  my  re- 
gard and  friendship.  If  in  the  ardour  of  debate,  and  the  excite- 
ment of  the  moment,  I  have  uttered  anything  that  has  wounded 
his  feelings,  or  the  feelings  of  any  who  sympathize  with  the  sen- 
timents he  has  advocated.  I  can  but  express  my  sincere  regret,  and 
beff  them  to  attribute  it  to  an  error  of  the  ketid  and  not  of  the  Aearf . 
If  I  know  myself,  my  feelings  towards  those  who  differ  from  me« 
are  characterized  by  friendship  and  good  will.  Although  my  op- 
ponent has  said  many  things  ungenerous  and  ungentlemanly  du- 
ring this  debate,  yet  I  feel  I  ought  to  charge  these  things  more  to 
his  false,  blinding,  and  pernicious  doctrines,  than  to  any  confirmed 
depravity  in  his  principles  of  action.  I  design  to  pay  him  the 
highest  compliment,  when  I  assure  him  I  have  a  much  greater  es- 
timation of  the  Qualities  of  his  heart,  than  of  his  head  /  His  af- 
fections are  rigfit — his  thecry  is  wrong.  The  best  prayer  I  can 
utter  in  his  benalf  is,  that  he  may  speedily  be  converted  to  the 
WHOLE  truth,  as  it  is  in  Christ  Jesus,  and  become  highly  instru- 
mental in  proclaiming  far  and  wide,  that  heaven-bom  Gospel  of- 
Universal  Grace  and  Salvation,  which  he  has  on  this  occasion, 
labored  so  assiduously^  to  overthrow.  May  Heaven*s  choicest 
blessings  rest  upon  hub  and  his,  through  life,  and  through  eter- 
nity ! 

To  the  audience  I  return  thanks  for  the  respectful  attention 
thev  have  given  during  this  debate.  I  exhort  them  to  weigh  can- 
didly, whatever  they  nave  heard  from  either  party.  Let  them 
imitate  the  conduct  of  the  Bereans^  of  whom  St.  raul  speaks,  who 
*'  were  more  noble  than  the  people  of  Thessalonica,  in  that  they 
received  the  word  in  all  readiness  of  mind,  and  searched  the  scrip- 
tures daily,  whether  these  things  were  so.^^  May  we  all  be  led 
to  love  God  supremely,  and  our  neighbors  as  ourselves — to  dis- 
charge faithfully,  our  every  duty  in  all  the  relationships  of  life  ! 
May  we  enjoy  nis  light  and  truth  while  we  live,  and  when  we 
die,  may  we  he^^is  voice  whispering  peace  and  trust  to  our  de- 
parting souls,  sMng,  ^*  Fear  no  evil ;  I  am  with  thee ;  my  rod 
and  my  statf* shall  comfort  thee.^^  Amen  and  Amen ! — iTinu  ex* 
pired. 
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ERRATA 


As  seyend  of  tbe  forms  were  allowed  to  go  to  press  without  ae- 
curate  rerision,  the  reader  is  requested  to  make  the  following 
corrections. 

On  the  3d  page,  the  name  of  the  second  Moderator,  should  be 
6.  CHAMBERS,  Esq.,  McLean. 

Page  5,  2l8t  line  from  top,  for  *^  rhetoric,*'  read  experitnee. 

Page  9,  11th  line  from  top,  for  "oppressive,"  read  oppressed — 
Same  page«  25th  line  from  top,  for  *'  animosi^,"  read  amnesty. 

Page  10,  about  half  way  down,  substitute  is  for  "It." 

Pase  15,  at  the  beginning  of  Mr.  Holmes'  first  speech,  for  ''and 
it  is  often  what  I  have  expressed,"  read  it  is  what  I  have  often  ex- 
presfid.  A  little  farther  down,  leave  out  the  word  "  and,"  an^ 
punctuate  with  a  dash  after  the  word  'Question." 

Page  16,  top,  for  «» very  few  here,"  read  few  in  attendance. — 
15th  line,  same  page,  introduce  the  before  propitiation.  Two 
lines  below,  introduce  the  word  so  before  important,  that  it  may 
read,  as  so  important. 

Page  20,  top  line,  for  '<  on,"  read  tfi,  and  for  "  for,"  lehdfrom. 

Page  33,  itn  line  from  top,  for  "  Hence,"  read  Here. 

Page  39,  Mr.  Holmes'  4th  speech,  first  line,  for  ^  worthy,"  read 
ioordy. 

Page  41, 13th  line,  for  "  retribation,"  read  retribution. 

Page  42,  2d  line  from  bottom,  for  "Thence,"  nud  Hence.     • 

In  the  running  title  at  top  of  each  pi^re  in  discussion  on  the  first 
question,  foEilltonement,"  substitute  Forgiveness  of  Puniehment. 

Page  5229  0th  line  from  top,  for  "  apolea,"  read  apoteo.         • 

Page  525,  middle  of  page,  for  **  sure,"  read  seen. 

Page  528, 18th  line,  for  **  Suavitu  in  modo,"  read  Suaviter. 

Page  558, 7th  line  from  bottom,  for  "dokisnazo,"  read  dMmazo, 

Page  621,  11th  line  from  bottom,  for  "melldo,"  read  meUo. 
The  same  correction  should  be  made  in  the  bottom  line. 

Page  694)  16th  line  from  bottom,  for  "  apoles,"  read  apoleo. 

There  are  some  other  slight  inaccuracies,  whi^  the  good  sense 
of  the  reader  will  enable  hua  to  correct. 
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